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Abstract
This dissertation proposes that the field of Writing Studies (WS) as well as writing
program administrators (WPAs) should integrate quantitative methods into curricular assessment
in order to improve pedagogical practices within their curricula. Through the use of the
theoretical framework of assemblage theory, a theory that has been underutilized within WS, and
the lens of linguistic, cultural, and substantive (LCS) language patterns, this study attempts to
identify and understand student writing knowledge circulation and recirculation within one local
curriculum. As well, with the incorporation of technological tools such as RAND-Lex, WPAs
and WS researchers can identify micro-level, granular patterns within student writing, leading to
a greater understanding of how students (re)circulate writing knowledge across tasks and genres.
Additionally, this study finds that there are many micro- and macro-level patterns within the
first-year writing (FYW) curriculum sampled. These findings, then, can be applied to the local
curriculum in order to revise and improve pedagogical and curricular approaches. Finally, this
study provides a methodology that researchers can deploy in order to assess student writing at
other local sites in less labor-intensive ways.

xv

1.0 Chapter 1: Introduction
1.1 Writing Studies Research
Nystrand et al. (1993) traced the history of Composition Studies (further referred to here
as Writing Studies) back to the 1970’s, a field arising in response to the lack of knowledge we
had about the study of discourse and meaning making through text. The field arose due to the
“pedagogical challenges faced by people assigned to teach the required first-year course”
(Crowley, 1998, p. 2), and writing teachers wanted to better understand the effectiveness of
different pedagogical approaches stemming from a variety of epistemological views (Nystrand et
al., 1993). Since this time, scholars have embraced the belief that research should guide
pedagogical application. However, there has been a tension between quantitative and qualitative
researchers within the field (Haswell, 2005; Johanek, 2000), with the history showing a
favoritism for qualitative research. This rift between researchers within our field is unjust and
lacks logic in a sense, because as Haswell (2005) noted, “[A] method of scholarship under attack
by one academic discipline in the United States but currently healthy and supported by every
other academic discipline in the world does not need defending” (p. 200). Quantitative methods
deployed within writing research, when combined with other qualitative methods, have the
ability to create new knowledge and reveal statistically significant patterns within student writing
that would otherwise be hidden due to their granular nature. This ability to reveal hidden patterns
within writing through statistical analysis combined with human interpretation of the results
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seems to be a productive direction for Writing Studies (WS) researchers who want to better
understand what features within student writing are pedagogically salient.
Thus, this research project seeks to better understand student writing knowledge and how
it (re)circulates across genres, specifically looking for granular features that would be difficult if
not impossible to identify without the use of a mixed-method approach to writing research. WS
scholars have argued for the use of replicable, aggregable, and data-driven (RAD) research
(Haswell, 2005; Driscoll & Perdue, 2012; Driscoll & Perdue, 2014; Lang & Baehr, 2012;
Raucci, 2021) within the field in order to test pedagogical efficacy as well as to improve local
environments. So, RAD research within WS can serve to identify and implement more effective
pedagogical practices within local environments. Recently, RAD research has been refreshed by
the addition of a category of evidence approach (Haswell & Elliot, 2019). While I will turn to
this combined approach in Chapter 2, I will refer to the new approach as RAD/CoE .Writing
itself is situated, so the results of research should be applicable to local environments. However,
in the spirit of Haswell (2005) and other RAD/CoE advocates, the research methods employed
for research should be replicable, even if the results are only applicable locally. This research,
then, seeks to produce methods that are replicable and that produce granular, aggregable data and
results that can then be applied to pedagogical approaches.
The Conference on College Composition and Communication’s (CCCC) (2014) “Writing
assessment: A position statement” argued that one of the best assessment practices is “in
response to local goals” and that “[t]he methods and criteria that readers use to assess writing
should be locally developed, deriving from the particular context and purposes for the writing
being assessed”. Although this statement focuses more of the assessment of students, the same
understanding can be applied to the assessment of curricula. Replicable results are a rare find
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within WS, especially due to the situatedness of writing and research. However, developing
research methods based upon the localized seems most beneficial to writing program
administrators (WPAs), who are tasked with developing, assessing, revising, and maintaining
writing programs within their institutions. However, research methods that serve as a “one size
fits all” approach are both inherently misguided and flawed. Research methods should be guided
by the localized environment, and this included through materials other than just the writing.
What task(s) were students responding to? What are the learning outcomes of the course? What
are the learning outcomes of the task? How are these tasks being assessed? What supplemental
materials were available to the writers? These questions cannot be accounted for by global
approaches to writing research and assessment. Instead, writing research needs to account for the
various exigencies of any writing task and/or curriculum, and a lot of that can be found within
course documents.
This study situates itself in the belief that both writing and research are situated and
localized, and due to this, research methods need to account for localized values and objectives
in order to fully understand any results rendered. The site of this study is a Carnegie-Mellon R1
university located in Tampa, Florida. The University of South Florida (USF) First-Year
Composition (FYC) program developed a purposefully constructed curriculum around the
concept of discourse communities that “allow[ed for] writing to be taught and assessed in
principled ways” (Elliot, 2019). This curriculum, situated in local values purposefully developed
by its creators, is the focus of this inquiry. In order to accurately assess the curriculum, it was
developed around the concept of a writing construct (White et al., 2015; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020)
which mapped multiple domains, such as 1) genre, 2) language arts, 3) rhetorical
conceptualization, 4) the cognitive domain, 5) the interpersonal domain, 6) intrapersonal domain,
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and 7) the neurological domain. In order to construct a principled analysis of the curriculum, this
research built from the existing cognitive domain mapped within this hypothetical writing
construct and refreshed and expanded upon the types of writing knowledge identified within this
domain.
In addition to accounting for the purposeful design of the targeted curriculum, this
research also took into account the variety of course materials available to students within the
course. This study of student writing knowledge (re)circulation did this through collection of
genre-specific tasks, rubrics, and supplemental materials, as well as a collection of the students’
responses to the tasks—writing assignments that spanned three genres. However, with the
availability of all these materials for this study, the researcher was left pondering how to
structure and organize the analysis of the research site. Other popular theories employed within
WS were problematic for this task in that they could account for a variety of exigencies within a
rhetorical task but lacked interchangeability, neglected non-human actors, or deemphasized
important focuses, such as development, learning, and cognition. Therefore, contemporary
writing research must employ new, dynamic theories that more fully account for the variety of
interactions that take place within writing curricula and courses in order to produce results for
both macro- and micro-level targets.
1.2 Writing Studies Theories
Due to both the situatedness of writing and the variety of exigencies and localized
influences upon it, WS researchers need to employ theoretical frameworks that fully account for
the research site. Discussing constructs within empirical research methodology, Lauer and Asher
(1988) argued that “[a] theory is an intellectual tool, a conceptual framework that guides
empirical research and helps an investigator to understand and explain behavior. . . .
4

interpretations of facts are difficult without theory” (p. 9). WS have often employed rhetorical
frameworks that address one specific research focus. But what do we do when these theories fail
to acknowledge the many facets and intricacies of the research site? Research could, of course,
ignore anything outside of their scope, but doing so reinforces the issue with non-RAD/CoE
research designs. Instead, viewing the site through the lens of a productive theoretical
frameworks, as Lauer and Asher (1988), would be more beneficial. Therefore, WS researchers
needs to port in theories that more fully account for the research site and research being
conducted.
WS need more dynamic theories that fully account for the range of human and nonhuman interactions that occur within spaces such as writing curricula. Influenced by the
traditional composition research practices typically deployed and their inability to fully account
for and accurately frame the research site, my study sought a more accurate theoretical
framework in which to structure the research site. Many composition theories, including
rhetorical theory, have issues with accounting for non-human influence. Although these theories
attempt to account for external exigencies that affect and are affected by discourse and diverge
from the modernist view of subjective essences, most of these theories do not fully account for
the plethora of dynamic and fluid situations that arise within and outside of spaces such as
discourse communities. Nor do these theories account for the variety of facets within university
writing-programs. For example, these theories fail to consider how the multiple dimensions of
writing programs—such as teaching, developing, and administrating—interact and affect each
other. The theory needed for the multifaceted research I sought to conduct could not be found
within the vast majority of WS research, so I needed to select a theory that framed this research
site in a way that accounts for the vast amounts of data I was able to collect.
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1.2.1 Assemblage Theory
One theory that seemed able to better account for the variety of facets within the targeted
research site—such as student writing knowledge, task, genre, and language patterns—was
derived from the discipline of Philosophy: Deleuze and Guattari’s (1980/1987) assemblage
theory. Reid (2017) claimed that “[a]ssemblage theory offers a method for investigating these
questions by establishing an ontology that focuses on external relations among objects rather
than on presupposing that objects are predefined by essential, internal qualities” (p. 29)
Assemblage theory affords writing researchers this ability to contextualize data in a variety of
ways, allowing for pieces of an assemblage to be removed and ported to different assemblages,
permitting researchers to study not only singular assemblages, but also assemblages within
assemblages (micro-environments)—such as student writing knowledge (re)circulation across
genres. Structuring and contextualizing the variety of data in any curriculum can be a major
undertaking, but assemblage theory allows the researchers to create a hierarchical model that
guides research of curricula. Therefore, as a theoretical framework, assemblage theory is more
apt to examine both the macro- and micro-assemblages of writing knowledge that are
(re)circulated across genres as well as structure the research site in a way that makes it more
manageable and less unwieldy due to its theoretical underpinnings.
Within the field of WS, few scholars have used assemblage theory as a framework for
investigating student writing. Most WS scholars have, instead, used assemblage theory to
“provid[e] a new and helpful way of understanding composing” (Yancey & McElroy, 2017, p. 3)
in an era marked with a vast array of technological media at one’s disposal. Most scholars within
the field acknowledge the utility of assemblage theory but do not consider its potential outside of
multimodal and remix composition. However, Reid (2017) argued that “assemblage theory gives
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us a different way of understanding the various activities that over the years we have called
‘inventing the university’, joining discourse communities, learning the writing process, and so
on” (italics in original; p. 35). Going beyond the purview of compositions, assemblage theory
allows researchers to account for the various exigencies and activities involved in writing
program administration, not just the writing itself. Pigeonholing the use of assemblage theory to
just multimodal and remix-type compositions unnecessarily limits its ability and ignores the
advantages that accompany it utility for writing and writing program assessment.
Viewing this research site through the framework of assemblage theory allowed me to
target both micro- and macro-level variables of student writing knowledge using the sampled
tasks from the three genres collected. It also allowed me to account for the various documents
and course materials collected in a way that brought structure to the site, enabling me to account
for the writing construct built by White et al. (2015) and refreshed by Mislevy and Elliot (2020).
In addition, it allowed for the revision and expanding of the cognitive domain in terms of
hypothesizing the student writing knowledge variables and their facets present at this location.
However, identifying and organizing the targets of this research required the use on a different
lens: linguistic, cultural, and substantive (LCS) patterns.
1.3 Methodical Innovation
Additionally, to organize and frame the research site, I used the lens of LCS patterns.
LCS patterns, as described by Mislevy (2018), refer to the myriad of ways that individuals think
and act in certain situations based on a variety of activity patterns mediated by human behaviors
over time. They are grounded in social awareness within language, and any and all activity
within the research site is mediated through these patterns. So, to better understand how students
(re)circulate socially acquired writing knowledge across genres of writing tasks, structuring
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targeted assemblages of knowledge within the corpus can be accomplished through use of LCS
patterns. LCS patterns and the analytic techniques used to highlight them can, therefore, be
analyzed through the lens of assemblage theory to better understand how these practices and the
knowledge structures they imbue are (re)circulated through writing and across genres.
Organizing and framing the research site through the framework of assemblage theory
and the additional lens of LCS patterns allowed this research to take form in ways that other WS
theories could not accomplish. This multifaceted research design allowed for both micro- and
macro-level analysis and facilitated the identification of both granular language patterns as well
as larger, genre and task-specific patterns within the research corpus. These variables, identified
through LCS patterns, were mapped onto a variable model in order to further structure this
research site in a manageable way. However, traditional research methods deployed within WS,
such as rhetorical analysis, were incapable of measuring these variables and facets in a way that
allowed for full analysis of the data collected. Therefore, in addition to methodological
malleability, this research also required methodical innovation guided by the field of Writing
Analytics.
1.3.1 Writing Analytics
Writing Analytics (WA) is a newer field within WS and emphasizes incorporation of
quantitative methods for investigating writing and the various facets that accompany text. By
definition, “writing analytics involves the measurement and analysis of written texts for the
purpose of understanding writing processes and products, in their educational contexts” (Shum et
al., 2015, p. 481; Moxley, et al., 2017, p. 7; Lang et al., 2019, p.17; Palmquist, 2019, p. 4) and
“aims to employ writing analytics to develop a deeper understanding of writing skills” (Shum et
al., 2015, p. 481), including student writing knowledge. Geared toward improving pedagogy and
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student learning (Palmquist, 2019), WA has the ability to transform institutional and disciplinary
practices for the benefit of student success based upon data-driven research methods, something
our discipline has lacked (Haswell, 2005). For a research site such as the one within this study
with a vast array of written tasks and documentation, WA allows me to research all the
documents, not just a select sample. This is because WA provided researchers with ways to parse
large sets of data quickly and efficiently, allowing for inferences and programmatic or curricular
revision to be made (Lang, 2019). So, in order to analyze the vast array of student writing and
supplemental documents collected in a manageable way, this research employs methodical
innovations through the field of writing analytics, advancing the field of WS through an
innovative methodological approach and analytical methods for writing research.
WA by itself, however, cannot parse through the data and return statistical results;
therefore, this study also needed to incorporate technological tools in order parse through the
data at this site in a way that rendered usable results. Traditional methods of WS research lack
the ability to tackle large collections of data in manageable ways. Although corpus research has
traditionally employed coding of documents—a well establish method—to identify patterns of
interest within student texts, this process is both time consuming and strenuous. Hand coding of
the student writing in an attempt to identify and quantify targeted patterns would have been
inefficient for a few reasons: 1) it would have been extremely labor intensive for one researcher,
2) the coding would have been subjective, relying only on one researcher, and 3) by the time the
results were calculated, they would have been dated. Additionally, often it takes multiple passes
through the materials to figure out a system of coding that can be replicated throughout a corpus.
Recent technological advances have changed this labor-intensive process and made it more
manageable. Technological tools, such as RAND-Lex—a cloud-based, text analytics software
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suite developed by the RAND Corporation, “hold the promise to both extend the capability to
code through automated processes and allow large corpora of data to be uploaded and analyzed
rapidly” (Donahue and Foster-Johnson, 2018, p. 378). These tools reduce labor while increasing
the amount of data a writing researcher can analyze, allowing for a more in-depth analysis of the
corpus.
Although there are arguments that these types of methods eliminate the human
component of writing research, analytical tools such as RAND-Lex often emphasize the need for
human interpretation (Lang & Baehr , 2012; Marcellino, 2019). Therefore, this study employs
RAND-Lex and the variety of analytical methods housed within it to parse the student writing.
Pedagogical and curricular research, however, cannot be left to technological tools alone, and—
therefore—they require human interpretation of the results rendered, else decisions and revisions
could be instantiated by anomalies instead of an accurate and complete understanding of the
results. By incorporating research methods from WA, this study was better able to identify
pedagogically salient features of student writing knowledge within the collected corpus.
1.4 Pedagogically Salient Features
The National Council of Teachers of English (2005) position statement on
“Understanding the relationship between research and teaching” claimed that “[t]he ultimate goal
of research in English language arts is to enable teachers, teacher educators, and institutions to
make sound decisions about the educational activities and experiences that will best serve
students”. Pedagogy should be driven by research, and this study seeks to better understand the
results rendered from RAND-Lex through human interpretation in order to identify
pedagogically salient features and patterns present in the corpus as they pertain to student writing
knowledge. WA research provides WS with the ability to better understand both the salient
10

features of student writing but also inconspicuous features that would typically elude
identification. WA makes visible patterns that both students and instructors may miss due to their
granular nature, improving writing skills and genre awareness. As Palmquist noted, “[B]y
expanding our efforts in writing analytics research, we have the opportunity to improve our
understanding of writing pedagogy, composing processes, genre, and the impact of writing in
social and civic settings, to name only a few important areas within writing studies” (p. 8).
Analytical methods and tools, such as RAND-Lex provides, allow teachers and students to better
understand the rhetorical moves necessary to achieve a purpose within a variety of genres.
Identifying and drawing attention to rhetorical and genre-specific features could help reveal
patterns across the three genres sampled that appear more at statistically significant levels within
a specific genre, leading to pedagogical innovations focused on the improvement of writing
instruction at USF.
By identifying these pedagogically salient features within the corpus, this research hopes
to add to the academic conversation in a way that provides WS researchers with methodical tools
for identifying genre-specific language patterns within their own local curricula and courses in
ways that can lead to more effective pedagogical execution. As Wetzel et al. (2021) argued, “a
corpus-based pedagogy for teaching writing should make visible discursive moves that are
typically difficult to see” (p. 296). Instead of prescriptive approaches to teaching writing, corpusbased tools, such as RAND-Lex, afford teachers the ability to move beyond prescriptivism and,
instead, purvey a “normative view of language [that] shapes a flexible—and rhetorical—view of
genres for the writing classroom, with multiple pathways for resolving rhetorical problems”
(Wetzel et al., 2021, p. 296). Providing students with the necessary skills and strategies for
effective writing based on data-informed feedback can help to make visible pedagogically salient
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features that are valued within a genre, because “data-informed feedback heightens textual
awareness and rhetorical reasoning skills, enabling students to account for their writerly
decisions and determine whether other decisions might be better” (Wetzel et al., 2021, p. 310). In
essence, corpus-based analytic tools like RAND-Lex provide students with additional feedback
on their rhetorical prowess in general and within genres.
However, these skills and strategies are often hidden within in the text, and analytic tools
such as RAND-Lex help to draw attention to these often-hidden features of student writing and
provide a “growing understanding of genre . . . through its fine-grained analysis, [and] insights
into how genres function differently in varying instructional settings” (Palmquist, 2019, p. 7).
This style of data-informed feedback seems especially promising for WS pedagogy in that it
affords administrators and teachers the ability to see patterns within the various genres they ask
students to participate in, potentially leading to more effective pedagogical instruction as well as
a deeper understanding of genre and effective rhetorical strategies.
1.5 Writing Program Administration
In addition to pedagogical relevance, WA can lead to data-informed revisions to current
curricula. As Palmquist (2019) argued,
[W]riting analytics research has the potential to improve learning not only in
particular types of courses, but also in subsequent courses. By exploring patterns
within courses . . . as well as in courses student take in subsequent academic
terms, we can gain insights into practices that affect learning. (p. 7)
One of the main goals of writing program administrator (WPA) is to create and revise curricula
based upon data. Writing program administration should be data driven (Lang & Baehr, 2012).
“Unlike evolutionary theory”, Anson (2008) argued, “much teaching and administration of
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composition is not overwhelmingly supported by research, or supported by a preponderance of
research" (italics in original; p. 20). WPA need data to justify curricular decision-making, and
tools like RAND-Lex can provide administrators with the data to support these decisions and
curricular revisions in a way that is tangible to audiences outside of WS.
Understanding the local values and goals of writing programs is one of the many tensions
WPAs encounter, and without data, WPAs may find it difficult to make informed revisions to
current writing curricula and/or justify revisions to outside audiences. Lang and Baehr (2012)
argued that
[t]he growing trend toward more accountability in our program administration,
instruction, and assessment suggests an increasing need for empirical research to
address the queries and reporting tasks in the work we do. Data- and text-mining
methodology can help us do this kind of qualitative work in a very systematic
way. (p. 192)
Data-driven methods show promise for enabling WPAs to assess curricular efficacy with “realtime assessment and feedback systems and processes . . . that are focused on improvement of
learning, development of self-regulated skills, and student success” (Macfayden et al., 2014, p.
17) through benchmarking of student learning and programmatic outcomes. The ability to
measure curricular efficacy in real time has been made possible through technological tools, such
as RAND-Lex, and provides WPAs the ability to provide accountability to outside observers,
such as deans and the public by providing relevant and timely data about programmatic value
and efficacy. In short, data-driven methods paired with human interpretation allow WPAs to
make informed decisions about curricular achievements, revisions, and goals within writing
programs.
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1.6 Project Overview
This analysis of the USF curriculum uses the framework of assemblage theory and the
lens of LCS patterns to better understand student writing knowledge and how it (re)circulates
within and across the three sampled genres (narrative, expository, and reflection). The term
“genre” is being used somewhat loosely here. Each of the genres within the sample corpus could
better be called modes of discourse (Conners, 1981), since all three genres are technically within
the genre of expository writing; however, this dissertation will use the term genre to distinguish
between the modes of discourse. By identifying pedagogically salient, granular language patterns
within the corpus that are mapped to variables of student writing knowledge, this study seeks to
develop a methodology that drives analytical methods that can be replicated at other local sites
for the purposes of pedagogical and curricular assessment. This methodology and the methods it
guides has the potential to provide real-time results for the purposes on benchmarking learning
outcomes at both the course and programmatic levels, easing the labor and time required to
typically conduct assessments. This inquiry into the use of WA to assess student writing
knowledge (re)circulation was guided by five primary questions:
1. How can writing program administrators (WPAs) use data-driven technological tools
to assess writing programs in useful ways?
2. How can we identify LCS (linguistic, cultural, and substantive) patterns in student
writing?
3. How can these LCS patterns highlight student knowledge (re)circulation?
4. What predictor variables appear within the corpus genres that can help to identify
student knowledge (re)circulation?
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5. How can the findings of this research be applied to writing programs in a
pedagogically useful way?
Also, in addition to better understanding student writing knowledge (re)circulation, this
dissertation advances views and methods from the field of Writing Analytics to create a
methodological framework that, when paired when corpus analysis through technological tools,
can be used in other university writing programs to assess courses and curricula, potentially in
real-time. What follows is a brief synopsis of the ensuing chapters.
1.6.1 Chapter 2: Literature Review
Chapter 2 contextualizes Writing Studies (WS) research in terms of its lack on
quantitative methods, arguing that the field of Writing Analytics provides WS scholars methods
to conduct quantitative research that can lead to more replicable, aggregable, and data-driven
(RAD/CoE) results. As well, using more dynamic theoretical frameworks such as assemblage
theory to understand writing programs, affords researchers the ability to better account for the
variety of exigencies present and structure the research site in more manageable ways. This
chapter also details some of the shortcomings of other popular theoretical frameworks used
within WS as well as the reductive use of assemblage theory within our discipline.
1.6.2 Chapter 3: Methods
Chapter 3 details the intricacies of the research site at the University of South Florida as
well as the methods used for data collection and the documents collected. It also provides an
overview of the tasks students in this writing curriculum were asked to complete, revealing three
distinct genres within the sample. From there, I specify the research design and methods,
including building a hypothetical construct model for the cognitive domain, drawn from an
existing construct of student writing used in the design of the USF curriculum. Additionally, I
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discuss LCS patterns and their utility for structuring the research site and build a variable model
framed by these patterns to structure my own analysis. Finally, I discuss the technological tool
RAND-Lex, the analytical methods that comes with the tool—including their micro- and macrolevel analytical capabilities, and the comparative corpus used as a baseline to capture statistically
significant differences among the three USF genres.
1.6.3 Chapter 4: Results
Chapter 4 explains the statistical terminology and how to interpret the results of the
RAND-Lex analyses. It then follows the variable model and discusses the results rendered for
the variables targeted. It goes into detail about the statically significant results when comparing
the comparative corpus to the three USF genres as well as the comparisons of the genres against
each other. This chapter also details the results of the keyness analyses conducted as well as the
topic modeling analyses.
1.6.4 Chapter 5: Discussion and Implications
Chapter 5 answers the posed research questions from above in a detailed and specific
manner, including how technological tools such as RAND-Lex can helps make writing program
assessment less burdensome and more structured. It then moves onto identifying granular,
pedagogically salient patterns that are specific to location and task found within the three genres.
From there, I discuss other key results that appeared when these genres were contrasted with the
comparative corpus. After this, I discuss other findings of interest that appeared within the
analyses. Lastly, I discuss the implications of these findings for WS theory and research, writing
program administration, and writing pedagogy.
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1.6.5 Chapter 6: Conclusion
The final chapter summarizes the major takeaways of this dissertation, including the
research site and method of data collection, the importance of theoretical frameworks within WS
research, and how assemblage theory is one possibly productive framework for viewing writing
curricula and their various exigencies. Next, I reiterate the value of the methods used for writing
program research and assessment, pointing to the micro- and macro-level patterns and their
applicability to the USF writing program, reinforcing the situated nature of this method and the
results. Finally, I discuss directions for further research and some limitations within this study,
concluding with a call to action for WS researchers to employ more productive frameworks for
their research into writing programs and beyond.
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2.0 Chapter 2: Literature Review
2.1 Introduction
The way that researchers frame their focus of study is vital to both properly guiding their
research methods and communicating results. Without a methodological framework that properly
contextualizes choices and methods for research design, the results of such research may be
difficult to convey to both academic audiences as well as public audiences. And if research
should lead to pedagogical application, then framing research projects is arguably one of the
most important steps in conducting generalizable and replicable research. This chapter focuses
on the theoretical justification of this study, arguing for the use of assemblage theory as a
theoretical framework that more fully accounts for the various exigencies of writing research and
curricular assessment. By understanding the current state of empirical research within Writing
Studies, we can better understand how assemblage theory could help writing researchers to
create more replicable, aggregable, and data-supported scholarship within our discipline.
2.2 RAD/CoE in Writing Studies
Haswell (2005) argued that Writing Studies scholars have consistently dismissed
quantitative research methods in favor of more qualitative designs, leading to a schism within
our discipline and placing it on the outskirts of academic research from other fields. He argued
for a broader range of research methods in order to credential our practices and create replicable,
aggregable, and data-driven (RAD/CoE) results. Haswell stated that “RAD scholarship is a best
effort inquiry into the actualities of a situation, inquiry that is explicitly enough systematicized in
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sampling, execution, and analysis to be replicated; exactly enough circumscribed to be extended;
and factually enough supported to be verified” (p. 201), and he said that “the value of RAD
scholarship is its capacity for growth—its comparability, replicability, and accruability” (p. 202).
The same values that research outside of Writing Studies hold, he argued, should be welcomed
within our discipline. However, Haswell (2005) found that very few of the published studies
within our discipline met the criteria for RAD/CoE scholarship.
Further research on RAD/CoE scholarship within Writing Studies has revealed some
greater attention to improvement, but the dependency on non-RAD/CoE, qualitative research
persists to this day (Raucci, 2021). Driscoll and Perdue (2012) conducted a systematic review of
research within the Writing Center Journal from 1980-2009 and found that although RAD/CoE
research had increased, only 6% of the research published within the journal could be considered
RAD/CoE compared to 28% considered non-RAD/CoE (p. 25). The authors noted the pushback
within Writing Studies against social science research methods and the situatedness of writing
itself as potential reasons for this inequity, and Driscoll and Perdue (2014) argued that a stronger
focus on RAD/CoE research could allow for the testing of efficacy, in turn legitimizing sites of
inquiry within our discipline for external audiences. Lang and Baehr (2012) also noted that
RAD/CoE scholarship could help improve the local environments of the research itself, leading
to data-driven revisions of those sites and accountability and revision of the methods when
replication fails (Dickinson, 2020), leading to results that are applicable to not just to local sites
but also to similar sites. Raucci (2021) argued that the discipline should be trying to achieve
conceptual replication over exact replication due to the situatedness of writing as well as the
ability to push forward RAD/CoE conversations within the field, producing a body of knowledge
that our discipline lacks.
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This push for an increase in the RAD/CoE scholarship produced within our discipline,
however, still seems to have gone under the radar (Raucci, 2021). However, one area that has
answered the call for RAD/CoE research in Writing Studies has been the newly emergent field of
Writing Analytics (WA). Stemming from learning analytics, “writing analytics involves the
measurement and analysis of written texts for the purpose of understanding writing processes
and products, in their educational contexts” (Shum et al., 2015, p. 481; Moxley, et al., 2017, p. 7;
Lang et al., 2019, p.17; Palmquist, 2019, p. 4) and “aims to employ writing analytics to develop a
deeper understanding of writing skills” (Shum et al., 2015, p. 481), including student writing
knowledge. As Palmquist (2019) noted, WA “is well suited to providing insights into how genres
function in varied social, instructional, and civic contexts” (p. 7) and strives to improve the
effectiveness of teaching and student learning (pp. 6-7), so WA seems to be an effective way to
approach writing research due to its use of student writing data to improve pedagogical practices.
As Palmquist (2019) acknowledged, “writing analytics has the potential to improve learning not
only in particular types of courses, but also in subsequent courses. By exploring patterns within
courses, as well as courses students take in subsequent academic terms, we can gain insights into
practices that affect learning” (p. 7). WA has the ability to transform institutional and
disciplinary practices for the benefit of student success based upon data-driven research methods,
something our discipline has lacked.
Discussing evidence-based approached to assessing writing, Haswell and Elliot (2019)
created a “category-of-evidence (CoE) interpretative framework” (p. 265) derived from
evidence-based studies throughout WS’s history and categorized by three types of evidence:
validity, reliability, and fairness, which are not exhaustive but, instead, used to justify the use and
need for assessment (p. 285). The RAD-CoE approach emphasizes the use of theory building to
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theorize the ways that assessment can increase truth (p. 281). This approach also emphasizes
contextualization of the research site and the methods employed to assess them. This update and
refresher to Haswell’s (2005) RAD framework aligns with the field of WA and their emphasize
on evidence-based approaches to assessment.
WA also provides writing programs with ways to parse large sets of data quickly and
efficiently, allowing for inferences and programmatic or curricular revision to be made. As Lang
(2019) claimed,
A study identified as one in writing analytics generally requires 1) a corpus of
texts of sufficient quantity to enable generalization inferences relevant to a given
study, 2) one or more exigencies informed by programs of research (e.g., to add to
or respond to prior research, or to answer a locally developed question), and 3) a
particular set of research questions designed to make specific use of empirical
techniques allowing inferences about situated language use—that is, inferences
attentive to the interplay among individual cognitive processes, social practices,
and larger linguistic and cultural patterns. (p. 17)
For researchers with large sets of data and a defined research focus, such as the corpus collected
for this research, WA provides a way to reduce the labor associated with traditional evaluation of
texts in ways that reveal targeted patterns, allowing researchers to make inferences and curricular
or programmatic revisions based upon the results. Lang (2019) noted that the theoretical lenses
traditionally employed to frame WA research are very diverse (p. 17), meaning that researchers
need to select their frames based upon the needs of their research design and epistemological
orientation.
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The lack of pliability within existing theoretical frameworks deployed within writing
studies often blinds researchers to micro-level features within student writing that could more
fully inform macro-level programmatic evaluation. WA on the other hand, when paired with a
productive theoretical frame that provides context to the data collected, allows researchers to
conduct micro- and macro-level research on student writing across genres in ways that could
illuminate potential pedagogical strengths and weaknesses, leading to richer programmatic
evaluation and pedagogical implications and inferences. This theoretical pliability allows for WA
to be applied to a variety of types of writing dependent upon the goals of the researcher and the
field they are occupying. Therefore, the data that this research seems to benefit from a WA
approach paired with a theoretical framework that accounts for both macro- and micro-level
analyses. By understanding the theoretical underpinnings of writing analytics as well as some
traditional frameworks deployed for writing research, I will show why assemblage theory is a
better fit for the data-driven nature of contemporary writing research, serving as a structural
mechanism that can more fully inform pedagogical and curricular revisions. Next, then, I turn to
theoretical frameworks within Writing Studies that have been used to more fully account for the
variety of exigencies and connections within writing curricular and address their shortcoming as
it pertains to the research site selected for this study.
2.3 Theoretical Frameworks for Writing Studies
Researchers within Writing Studies (WS) have employed a variety of theories to frame
their research based upon the data available as well as their own epistemological beliefs;
however, rhetorical theory and “the rhetorical situation” have seemed to dominate much of WS
research and instruction since the mid-19th century. Bitzer’s (1968) seminal text forced scholars
to think more intently about the given circumstances of communication, including “exigence,
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audience, constraints” (p. 8); and thus, the rhetorical situation was born. Obviously,
contemporary writing has reshaped the rhetorical landscape of WS, and we no longer view
discourse this simply, but many scholars have continued theorizing about writing and
communication in promising ways, building upon Bitzer’s (1968) ideas and attempting to further
investigate the various components that affect and are affected by any act of communication
Although rhetorical theory has dominated WS within western culture, producing theoretical
views that pervade WS research and instruction to this day, contemporary scholars have been
rethinking the various exigencies and constraints that surround discursive acts to improve upon
Bitzer’s (1968) theory in ways that account for the various landscapes shifts within WS,
especially the various technologies we find ourselves interacting with on a daily basis.
2.3.1 Rhetorical Ecologies
In order to expand the depiction of Bitzer’s (1968) rhetorical situation, J. Edbauer-Rice
(2005) incorporated an ecological framework to explain the ways discourse and writing are
circulated across spatiotemporal planes and account for the fluidity of the rhetorical situation.
Edbauer-Rice (2005) argued that rhetorical ecologies “more fully theorize rhetoric as a public(s)
creation” (p. 7), accounting for “co-ordinating processes, moving across the same social field and
within shared structures of feeling” (p. 20), and D. Eyman (2015) claimed that this theory
“provides a systems-based view of both the environments and relationships that take place
through digital circulation mechanisms” (p. 85). This was an important step for contemporary
theories of rhetoric in that it built upon previous criticism of Bitzer’s (1968) theory and allowed
for “the articulation of exigence(s) to multiple agents and constraints” (Edbauer-Rice, 2005, p.
7). However, rhetorical ecologies, although more dynamic and applicable to contemporary WS
than Bitzer’s (1968) rhetorical situation, seem to lack interchangeability. For example, removing
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an organism from an ecology or introducing new organisms into an ecology alters its balance, at
times, in irreversible ways, sometimes leading to unintended consequences for an ecology and an
inability to trace any changes within the ecology. So, although it is great for theorizing a situated
occurrence, it is not as useful for understanding how various agents affect and are affected by a
change in the system, such as a shift in genre. Rhetorical ecologies also put too much focus on
publics, not accounting for the ways data can be interpreted or divorced from public rhetoric and,
instead, interpreted on its own. Thus, rhetorical ecologies, although a strong step forward from
the rhetorical situation, seems unsuitable for this research.
2.3.2 Activity Theory (AT)
Another system-based theory researchers use to explain the coordinating processes of a
writing situation is activity theory (AT). It tends to be ported in order to understand
communication between human actors. As Russell (1995) noted, “Activity Theory analyzes
human behavior and consciousness in terms of activity systems: goal-directed, historicallysituated, cooperative human interactions. . . . The activity system is the basic unit of analysis for
both cultures' and individuals' psychological and social processes” (p. 54) and is undergirded by
the belief that “all aspects of activity [are] shaped over time by people’s social interactions with
each other and the tools they use” (Kain & Wardle, 2002, p. 2). AT is focused on the interactions
between human actors more than nonhuman, making a strong theory for use in studying
communities and dialectical interactions, but it fails to account for nonhuman agency in
interactions with humans (Spinuzzi, 2008, p. 81). Also, it fails to acknowledge nonhuman to
nonhuman influence and agency, for example the ways that data is selected and parsed through
the incorporation of various technologies, such as my research attempts. This lack of attention to
nonhuman actants such as technology make activity theory useful for studying human-to-human
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interaction but lacks the breadth and theoretical lens needed to study the variety of actors
associated with the technological components of student writing. AT’s attention to sociocultural
influence cannot be ignored, though.
2.3.3 Actor-Network Theory (ANT)
Similar to AT, another way writing researchers have framed research sites in ways that
attempted to account for the variety of exigencies is by porting Latour’s popular actor-network
theory (ANT) into writing research. ANT goes beyond simple ecologies and epistemology and
focuses on ontology and how something is “enacted into being” (Spinuzzi, 2008, p. 85) through a
network of actants—human and nonhuman—and their interactions (pp. 84-85). Although
effective at framing discourse and writing and the ways in which actants act and are acted upon
by both human and nonhuman agents, as Spinuzzi (2008) noted, “it does this by deemphasizing
the issues of development, learning, and cognition” (p. 93), issues vital to researching WS. Also,
even though ANT accounts for the agency of the various actants, it fails to address issues of
gender and race (W.M. Simmons, K. Moore, & P. Sullivan, 2015, p. 289). ANT, as well as its
theoretical underpinnings, therefore, seems unfit to analyze the writing knowledge students
(re)circulate within and outside of these communities because of their constant interactions with
the same actors that ANT ignores. ANT also does not allow for the data to be divorced from a
network and reassembled in new ways, making it unfit for this research.
Although these theories attempt to account for external exigencies that affect and are
affected by discourse and diverge from the modernist view of subjective essences, most of these
theories do not fully account for the plethora of dynamic and fluid situations that arise within and
outside of spaces such as discourse communities. Nor do these theories account for the variety of
facets within university writing-programs. For example, these theories fail to consider how the
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multiple dimensions of writing programs—such as teaching, developing, and administrating—
interact and affect each other. These various theories have many potential benefits for WS, but
what they are all lacking is that these macro-level frameworks fail to support micro-level
research, and if research guided by theoretical frameworks help to effectuate our pedagogy, it
seems vital to employ a theoretical perspective that supports both macro- and micro-level
investigation.
2.3.4 Assemblage Theory
Assemblage theory more fully accounts for the various exigencies and connections of
writing curricula. Collecting data and parsing it without understanding the context surrounding
the writing assignment(s), the course, and/or the writing program often leads researchers to make
assumptions and inferences that are baseless or—potentially--false. The ability to fully
understand the context of any writing task is essential to fair, ethical, and replicable results.
Assemblage theory affords writing researchers this ability to contextualize the data in a variety of
ways, allowing for facets of an assemblage to be removed and ported to different assemblages,
permitting researchers to study not only singular assemblages, but also assemblages within
assemblages (micro-environments)—such as student writing knowledge (re)circulation across
genres. Structuring and contextualizing the variety of data in any curriculum can be a major
undertaking, but assemblage theory allows the researchers to create a hierarchical model that
guides research of curricula. Therefore, as a theoretical framework, assemblage theory is more
apt to examine both the macro- and micro-assemblages of writing knowledge that are
(re)circulated across genres as well as structure the research site in a way that makes it more
manageable and less unwieldy due to its theoretical underpinnings.
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One thing should be noted here: there is debate over the terminology surrounding
assemblage theory. Scholars often note that the translation of Deleuze and Guattari’s word
agencement into “assemblage” during translation to English is problematic in that it does not
account for all of the various denotative and connotative meanings of the original term within the
French language and many argue for the use of agencement to describe the action and agency of
individual pieces and the term “assemblage” to denote the interrelated relations of exteriority
(DeLanda, 2016; Buchanan, 2015; Nail, 2017:Yancey & McElroy, 2017; Brown, 2020).
Regardless of the terminological determinism, “assemblage”—for the researcher’s purposes—
will be used to denote the structures that individual components create, and “agency” will be
used to talk about the active influence that these components have on the assemblage(s) they
inhabit. So, this study will focus on genre assemblages and agency, specifically how microstructures within these assemblages (re)circulate writing knowledge across genres.
The metaphor of an assemblage put forth by Deleuze and Guattari (1908/1987) created a
reference point for the creation of a theory that attempts to explain the circulation of discourse as
well as the various human and nonhuman agents that affect any rhetorical situation. Deleuze and
Guattari (1980/1987) stated that “[a]n assemblage is precisely this increase in the dimensions of
a multiplicity that necessarily changes in nature as it expands its connection” (p. 8). Stemming
from the philosophical concept of the rhizome create by Deleuze, assemblage theory “was meant
to apply to a wide variety of wholes constructed from heterogenous parts” (DeLanda, 2006, p. 3)
in order to push back against arborescent thought and “binary logic” (Deleuze & Guattari,
1980/1987). Using familial and hierarchical tree structures as a foil to the rhizome, Deleuze and
Guattari (1980/1987) posited that arborescent thought revolved around “centered systems” that
occlude the agency of the multiplicity (p. 15-17). By using the rhizome—a concept that
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emphasizes the multiplicity of influences on every human and nonhuman actor—as a way to
combat the arborescent model, Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) were able to build a theoretical
framework that accounted for the material as well as the expressive.
2.3.4.1 Relations of Interiority and Exteriority.
Relations of interiority are irreducible from the bodies they inhabit, creating a closed
system that is difficult to analyze. As DeLanda (2006) argued, “Allowing the possibility of
complex interactions between component parts is crucial to define mechanisms of emergence,
but this possibility disappears if the parts are fused together into a seamless web” (p. 10), such as
with the previous theories discussed. Binary logic posits that the connections to a body, human
or nonhuman, are coded to “arbitrarily select one alternative over the rest” (DeLanda, 2016, p 3),
referred to as relations of interiority. Advocates for theories based on relations of interiority
often imply that human and nonhumans have an essence that cannot be separated from a body,
such a genetic codes and sequences (DeLanda, 2006, p. 16). In opposition to this, assemblage
theory argues for relations of exteriority, which “imply . . . that a component part of an
assemblage may be detached from it and plugged into a different assemblage in which its
interactions are different” (DeLanda, 2006, p. 10). Assemblages rely on relations of exteriority to
understand and theorize the agency and actions of individual components. This does not mean
that assemblage theory denies coding exists; it, instead, insists that these relations of interiority
are part of the assemblage but do not define the essence of a body. Like rhetorical ecologies,
simply viewing interiority and exteriority as binaries is problematic from a sociocultural
perspective and ineffective at theorizing agency across network; instead, these relations are
complementary, helping to explain the variety of assemblages in both micro- and macro-level
ways. Using assemblage as a theoretical lens, therefore, allows a researcher to develop a more
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robust framework to study a given phenomenon, its various components, and the agency of each
actor. Refraining from to binary logic, assemblage theory and its emphasis on relations of
interiority and exteriority allows researchers to disassemble a research site in order to conduct a
more fine-grained analysis by isolating from the assemblage one or more specific targets—
disregarding other parts of the assemblage that are not targeted—and opens up the assemblage,
exposing the agency of non-human actors, such as technologies.
2.3.4.2 Nomad Thought.
The counterpart to binary logic is that of “nomad thought”, a way of thinking that refrains
from ordering the world into bodies with discrete borders and boundaries. Nomad thought
“synthesizes a multiplicity of elements without effacing their heterogeneity or hindering their
potential for future rearranging” (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980/1987, p. xiii) and allows for a
rhetorical situation that is in flux, everchanging, and not closed off. Nomad thought focuses on
relations of exteriority, ignoring “the artificial division between the three domains of
representation, subject, concept, and being” (xii). Assemblage theories relies on this method of
thinking in order to account for the vast array of actors within the assemblage. Binary thought,
on the contrary, orders materials around one body in a hierarchical fashion, creating a closed
system that is difficult to analyze. By employing nomad thought, researchers are able to better
identify and analyze the various actors that affect the assemblage, allowing for a more accurate
understanding of any body without organs (BwO).
BwOs lack a structured hierarchy and, therefore, shift forms dependent upon the
connections they make. They themselves are little more than machines that, through the agency
of the connections they form within the assemblage, create meaning. Deleuze and Guattari
(1980/1987) identify a multitude of different BwOs in an attempt to define the term: the
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hypochondriac body, the paranoid body, the schizo body, the drugged body, and the masochist
body (p. 150). They identify these bodies to illustrate a point: BwOs lack the biological
organization and stratification of bodies with organs, therefore making them ideological forms
within assemblage theory due to their non-hierarchical structure. These bodies exist in smooth
space, like nomad thought, and sit opposed to strata—the ordering of components around a
hierarchical body through coding—sandwiching assemblages (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980/1987,
p. 4; 40). “[O]utside of the strata”, the authors noted that “we no longer have forms or
substances, organization or development, content or expression. We are disarticulated” (p. 503).
The BwO is “continually dismantling the organism, causing asignifying particles or pure
intensities to pass or circulate, and attributing to itself subjects that it leaves with nothing more
than a name as a trace of an intensity” (p. 4). Therefore, a BwO—it seems—does the work that
its connections within the assemblage inspire or provoke, but without those connections, it
simply exists by itself and functions as “a little machine”, losing its usefulness until it is
territorialized by new components, where it will take on a new form. Deleuze and Guattari
(1980/1987) go as far as calling a text a BwO, arguing that is only by plugging the literacy
machine into other machines that it makes meaning (p. 4). However, BwOs are simply that:
ideological. Nothing can exist in a vacuum uninfluenced by others actants. BwOs are always
influenced by and exert influence upon unstructured hierarchies of actants. So, although BwOs
are ideally nomadic, they are also ideal forms, as Plato would argue, in which we can never
experience them in their original, non-hierarchical state. This is important for writing research
because it allows us to theorize how both genre and writing knowledge within texts disconnect,
transform, and reform into new, dynamic assemblages through processes of (de)territorialization
but also how they always exist within unstructured hierarchical systems, making it impossible to
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only look at the BwOs and not the connections stratified around them. Data is a BwO in that it is
an ideal form, but coding the data—in Deleze and Guattari’s sense of coding—allows for the
body to be articulated and allows it to be interpreted.
2.3.4.3 Deleuze and Guattari’s Points of Articulation.
Within assemblages, Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) claimed that the component parts
are articulated across two axes. The first articulation refers to the dynamic properties and
materiality of assemblages, which have the ability to alter their component parts and structure
(Deleuze & Guattari, 1980/1987, p. 325). Pieces of the assemblage can be removed and ported to
new assemblages, essentially changing the structure and boundaries of both assemblages in the
process. Territorialization “refers not only to the determination of the spatial boundaries of a
whole”, DeLanda (2016) acknowledged, “but also to the degree to which an assemblage’s
component parts are drawn from a homogenous repertoire, or the degree to which an assemblage
homogenizes its own components” (p. 22). Territorialization, then, allows for stabilization
(territorialization) or destabilization (deterritorialization) of the assemblage. This concept seems
extremely useful for writing research in that it allows us to potentially measure the extent of how
material and expressive bodies alter assemblages during a process of deterritorialization and how
they affect new assemblages when they are reterritorialized. This theory opens the door for
researching writing across genres and understanding the processes of (de)territorialization that a
writer must navigate when (re)circulating knowledge. For example, with the proposed research,
students wrote about discourse communities and used a specific definition developed by Swales
(2017). By targeting this bi-gram, the researcher could potentially trace and highlight student use
of the term and any attempts to stabilize or destabilize the term. Assemblage theory serves as a
mechanism to parse and isolate the material and non-material bodies that navigate between
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assemblages, allowing researchers to measure and notate specific features and bodies potentially
present.
The second point of articulation categorizes the component parts of an assemblage that
territorialize bodies as either expression (non-material) or content (material) (Deleuze &
Guattari, 1980/1987, p. 88; DeLanda, 2006, p.18; Reid, 2017, p. 29). “On the one hand it is a
machinic assemblage of bodies, of actions and passions, an intermingling of bodies reacting to
one another”, argued Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987), and “on the other hand it is a collective
assemblage of enunciation, of acts and statements of incorporeal transformations attributed to
bodies” (p. 88; italics in original). This axis is where coding and decoding is performed. Coding
is essentially where specialized components of expression—such as genes and languages—are
ordered within an assemblage, creating stratum (DeLanda, 2016, p. 22); whereas, “what
[Deleuze and Guattari] refer to as an ‘assemblage’ is a stratum that has been decoded”, meaning
“the value of the coding parameter is low” (DeLanda, 2016, p. 23). These specialized coding
expressions create social structures that are ingrained within the body, creating ordered behaviors
based on norms of the culture and communities. Language in particular has “the ability to
represent all other strata” (DeLanda, 2016, p. 24), due to its ability to translate strata. The coding
of expression components onto a stratum creates hierarchical structures that stabilizes identity
and denotes its function(s), whether expressive, material, or a mixture of the two (DeLanda,
2006, p. 18). This allows assemblages to have a defined structure based on their properties and
for categorization of both content and expression within an assemblage. Giving language a
special place within this axis allows researchers to both account for language and the material
realities of assemblages, and it also allows us to frame research around assemblages with a
special focus on the languages being used in order to isolate and study various strata and
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assemblages in greater detail while also taking into account the fluidity of assemblages and their
component parts.
In expression, assemblages are coded to more abstract features, such as gestures and
shared values within a group of bodies, but in content, or material form, bodies are categorized
based on physical properties, not inherent essences (Nail, 2017, p. 23), which is a major break
from Platonic and modernist thinking. The second axis of articulation defines assemblages as
decoded strata containing components which are not hierarchically ordered. These distinctions
within assemblage theory are useful for researchers as they allow for an understanding of
assemblages and ordering of strata within assemblages, but they also account for the linguistic
variables that appear in corpus research, reinforcing their usefulness for this research project.
2.3.4.4 DeLanda’s Third Axis.
Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) could not have anticipated the technological
innovations of the twenty-first century and the ways that networked technologies and new media
would alter assemblages, making them larger collection of assesmblages that the two-axis system
from Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) considered. M. DeLanda (2016), citing Deleuze’s earlier
work, characterized an assemblage as “a multiplicity which is made up of many heterogenous
terms and which establishes liaisons, relations, between them” (p. 1), and in DeLanda (2006), he
defined it as being “made up of parts which are self-subsistent and articulated by relations of
exteriority, so that a part may be detached and made a component of another assemblage” (p. 18;
italics added for emphasis). Building from Deleuze and Guattari’s (1980/1987) work, DeLanda
(2006) established a third axis: that of “specialized expressive media” which “intervene, [and]
processes which consolidate and rigidify the identity of the assemblage or, on the contrary, allow
the assemblage a certain latitude for more flexible operation” (p. 19). DeLanda’s (2006) third
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axis “introduces specific discourses” (Reid, 2017, p. 33), transforming the way that assemblages,
such as classrooms, function. The technological agency of contemporary society does seem to
add a new dimension to assemblage theory that is unaccounted for by the Deleuze and Guattari’s
(1980/1987) two axes. In terms of communication, new media and other networked technologies
such as cell phones, as A. Greenfield (2017) argued, serve to “dematerialize” (p. 11) material
objects, leading to new connections within existing assemblages, such as the classroom Reid
(2017) highlights. Including this technological component is arguably the most important
advancement of assemblage theory as it relates to this research due to the various non-human,
technological actors involved in a WA approach to data.
Understanding how data-parsing technologies affect the assemblage is only possible with
the addition of DeLanda’s (2006) third axis of articulation. This new theoretical addition seems
to be especially useful for research within WS, disciplines that more and more frequently
incorporate various technologies for both research and practice, because it seems to bring
technologies closer toward the center of the assemblage, recognizing their transformative
properties in terms of relations of exteriority. DeLanda’s (2006) third axis accounts for the
varying technological dimensions and spaces—such as social media—that students often
communicate within; so this axis will allows researchers to investigate how students
(re)circulated writing knowledge within various technological spaces while also incorporating
technological means to parse the collected data.
Assemblage theory is important for WS in that it provides researchers with ways of
accounting for the myriad of material and non-material bodies that occupy a research site,
allowing researchers to target specific pieces of an assemblage across coded stratified bodies,
such as student texts. These three articulations are specifically important to this research because
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they provide a theoretical framework in which to isolate micro- and macro-level features that
code and stratify within assemblages such as writing tasks. Writing tasks are inherently
sociocultural assemblages due to the various material and non-material objects that exert
influence. Understanding how students acquire and stratify writing knowledge into assemblages,
(de)code knowledge assemblages in attempts to (re)circulate this knowledge through processes
of (de/re)territorialization is a productive methodology for understanding micro- and macro-level
features of student-writing across various genres and disciplines. The process of
territorialization, specifically, allows researchers to create assemblages from student data,
disregarding and dismissing pieces of the assemblage that are inconsequential to the research
focus through the process of stratification. Coding the assemblage according to material and nonmaterial bodies allows for researchers to stratify the research site in ways that display the
articulations among the milieu in an ordered way, such as through construct and variable
modeling. DeLanda’s (2006) third axis helps WS researchers account for the variety of media
that is often seen in contemporary WS, adding a technological dimension that is both material
and non-human to assemblage theory, allowing researchers to better understand the role that
technologies play in assessing student writing and curricula, producing a more comprehensive
picture of the assemblage(s) being researched. Although extremely complex with a variety of
moving parts, in contemporary WS, assemblage theory seems to allow for a multifaceted, indepth, and rich understanding of a research site, accounting for contemporary exigencies as well
as constraints.
One of the pliable features of assemblage theory is its ability to function like a
matryoshka doll, with pieces nested inside of pieces nested inside of pieces. DeLanda (2016)
built on assemblage theory and used military forces and their partitioning into smaller pieces
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(platoon, squad, etc.) as an example of assemblage multiplicity. He acknowledged that “at times
we are dealing with assemblages of assemblages” (DeLanda, 2016, p. 3) and that
[t]he combination of recurrence of the same assembly processes at any one spatial
scale, and the recurrence of the same kind of assembly processes (territorialization
and coding) at successive scales, gives assemblage theory a unique way of
approaching the problem of linking the micro- and macro-levels of social reality.
(Delanda, 2006, p. 17)
The ability of assemblage theory to facilitate research of social systems as well as micro-focuses
within these systems is the rhetorical pliability the researcher needs in order to investigate
student writing, writing knowledge (re)circulation, and (de/re)territorialization of genres based
upon the various rhetorical exigencies of a task.
2.3.5 Writing Studies and Assemblage Theory
Assemblage theory has evolved from Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) and DeLanda’s
(2006; 2016) theoretical interpretations, and its usage in contemporary WS has displayed this
noticeable shift. However, before connecting assemblage theory to WS, understanding how
writing knowledge is one of many assemblages is important. According to the Council for
Writing Program Administrators (CWPA) (2008), students should understand concepts such as
rhetorical knowledge and knowledge of conventions by the end of first-year writing (FYW). The
facets of knowledge, according to the CWPA, are beginning steps that will eventually “diversify
along disciplinary and professional lines”. So, the CWPA has began the framework for an
assemblage of knowledge for FYW that instructors should strive to foster within writing
classrooms. To emphasize the importance of these facets, the CWPA, National Council of
Teachers of English (NCTE), and National Writing Project authored a document that “describes
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the rhetorical and twenty-first-century skills as well as habits of mind and experiences that are
critical for college success” (p. 1). Within this document rhetorical knowledge and knowledge of
conventions appear again alongside knowledge facets such as metacognition. What these
documents do is provide a framework for WS scholars that makes theorizing the assemblage of
FYW student writing knowledge possible.
The assemblage of FYW student writing knowledge was further expanded upon by White
et al. (2015). The scholars mapped out the writing construct, allowing for researchers to “target
the benefits and costs of any given act of assessment” as well as “judge the extent to which the
writing task at hand captures the construct” (p. 72). The authors created a nomothetic span, or
generalized taxonomy (p. 73), that included various domains: communicative media, a languagearts framework, rhetorical conceptualization, cognitive, interpersonal, and intrapersonal White et
al., 2015, pp. 74-75). Within this domain, the authors theorized eight different type of student
writing knowledge: genre, task, audience, writing-processes, problem-solving, informationliteracy, conventions, metacognition knowledges (pp. 74-75). These authors, through mapping
the writing construct, created a variety of assemblages within the framework of a larger
assemblage. These micro- and macro-level assemblages are important for WS research in that
they provide a structured taxonomy to build from in order to better understand both the macrolevel of student writing as well as the various micro-level facets that exists within the nomothetic
span. By assembling this theoretical construct, White et al. (2015) seem to be assembling spaces
for WS researchers to investigate. Although the authors never call their construct an assemblage,
I argue that this is exactly what they authors have done, and through this assemblage and the
assemblages within, WS researchers are better able to assess and evaluate not only student
writing knowledge but also evaluate the programs they exist within.
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As evidence in White et al. (2015), one way in which assembly theory is ported into WS
is on the micro level, theorizing the ways in which discourse is facilitated through context,
expression, and technologies within texts. Often, other materialist theories within WS overlap
with assemblage theory—such as multimodality and remix—leading to a micro-level focus and
more constricting definition of assemblages. It seems WS scholars have neglected a large aspect
of Deleuze & Guattari (1980/1987) and Delanda’s (2006; 2016) ecological theory. By ignoring
macro-level focuses such as programmatic evaluation of writing programs and curricula,
assemblage theory within WS is limited to student text-production, such as that produced
through multimedia compositions.
Although the fundamental nature of assemblage theory remains the same, WS scholars
seemed to have unnecessarily and perhaps unproductively limited its deployment within the
field. The only full text of assemblage theory being ported into WS studies treats assemblages as
amalgamations of media, constricting its theoretical underpinnings to appear more like
multimodal compositions or remixes. Yancey and McElroy (2017) were inspired by JohnsonEilola and Selber (2007) and their work on assemblages, which looks at originality, plagiarism,
and remix culture in an attempt to disentangle the societal stigma of plagiarism from remix texts.
Johnson-Eilola and Selber’s (2007) text was the first to port assemblage theory into WS,
although it was significantly scaled down. Not as robust as Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) or
DeLanda (2006; 2016), Johnson-Eilola and Selber (2007) argue that “assemblages are texts built
primarily and explicitly from existing texts in order to solve a writing or communication problem
in a new context” and that an “’assemblage’ is itself constructed from the conceptual, linguistic,
and sociopolitical forces active in several different locations” (p. 381). This heuristic view of
assemblages is echoed by Michaud (2017), who argued that “[t]here is pleasure in repurposing,
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in remixing, in borrowing and mashing up and assembling new texts to solve new problems” (p.
98). Although these authors focus on remixing texts, the focus on human and nonhuman agency
remains; however, this micro-level utilization of assemblage theory as a text, performance,
and/or heuristic unnecessarily limits its deployment within the field of WS.
Through a literature review of assemblage theory’s history across disciplines such as
critical theory, art, and rhetoric and composition, Yancey and McElroy (2017) situate
assemblage theory more as a multimodal practice of remixing texts and media to assemble new
compositions that challenge the academic notion of plagiarism while taking into account the
various exigencies that affect discourse. Although this definition of “assemblage” is one
possibility, Yancey and McElroy (2017) and the many included multiple authors that attempted
to tie assemblage theory into WS in more pedagogical ways. McElroy and Maynard (2017)
argued for an assembled FYW course that “ties together other important concepts like
multimodality, genre conventions, remediation, and rhetorical situation” (p. 116). Arola and
Arola (2017) argue for assemblage theory as a pedagogical heuristic and incorporate the idea of
“creative repetition” in order to identify good/productive assemblages (p. 207). The authors
focus lies outside of the normal remixing of a text and, instead, the assembling of a FYW course
centered around assembling compositions, stopping short of utilizing assemblage theory for
macro-level research and evaluation for scholars. These various theoretical interpretations of
assemblages focus on the micro-level, yet few texts exist that use assemblage theory as a
theoretical framework for researching texts within WS. Due to this micro-level focus, WS
scholars have failed to take assemblage theory to its next logical plateau: macro-level utilization.
One author, however, began to build the theoretical basis for this proposed research by
theorizing the use of assemblage theory in the composition classroom. In A. Reid (2017), he
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argued that assemblage theory “gives us a different way of understanding the various activities
that over the years we have called ‘inventing the university,’ joining discourse communities,
learning the writing process, and so on” (p. 35). Emphasizing the fluidity of writing
environments and questioning how contemporary technologies alter the separation between
human and non-human, Reid (2017) identified the need to account for more variables and their
interactions. He considered “how ‘big data’ analysis, combined with assemblage theory, might
reframe our understanding of composing and help us to see human activity as participating in a
larger media ecology” (p. 26). Reid’s (2017) theoretical interpretation with a focus on
assemblages and discourse communities, among other things, emphasizes both the need for a
more fine-grained analysis of the composition classroom and FYW curricula that accounts for
the various exigencies of contemporary writing as well as a need to account for the multiple
human and non-human variables that affect and are affected by a writer. Reid’s (2017) ideas are
much more in alignment with Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) as well as DeLanda (2006;
2016) in that he accounts for both the micro and the macro environments of writing programs.
Reid (2017) argued that “the larger cultural shifts of big data and social and mobile media offers
us an opportunity to rethink our anthropocentric prejudices by examining the vast assemblages of
rhetorical activity around us” (p. 39). So, although he stops short of arguing for the use of
assemblage theory for programmatic evaluation, he makes the argument that the way WS has
been thinking about assemblage theory restricts macro-level utilization. Reid (2017) complicates
assemblage as simply remix by removing the self-centric thought that has long been associated
with writing, arguing instead that WS scholars need to reconsider DeLanda’s (2006) third axis of
“expressive media and symbolic behavior” (p. 33) in order to fully understand how we “as
human beings have entered into a symbiotic relationship with the enunciative, expressive
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capacities of assemblages” (p. 39). This sentiment is directly in line with DeLanda’s (2006;
2016) revisions to assemblage theory, and by building from Reid’s (2017) ideas, this research
will attempt to incorporate assemblage theory writing programs in both micro and macro ways.
Outside Yancey & McElroy’s (2017) collection, the researcher is unaware of any studies
within WS that specifically use assemblage theory to study student (re)circulation of writing
knowledge and programmatic evaluation. This research will attempt to fill this gap by
conducting a fine-grained analysis of a FYW curriculum at a large research university, paying
particular attention to how students (de)territorialize writing space—such as genres—in order to
understand the ways that students (re)circulate writing knowledge, complicating the notion of
‘big data’ through a more fine-grained and precise analysis as well as connecting this to a macroanalysis of the curriculum, connecting the micro and macro within the various assemblages that
exist within writing programs.
Assemblage theory’s ability to analyze both micro- and macro-level environments allow
for a richer understanding of student writing, enabling researchers to disassemble student writing
by genre and a variety of knowledge categories in order to better isolate and highlight
specifically targeted features, potentially yielding valuable insights for pedagogical and
curricular knowledge. In short, due to its focus on relations of exteriority, assemblage theory will
enable this researcher to isolate micro-level patterns—such as linguistic features, lexical patterns,
and writing knowledge subconstructs—as well as macro-level patterns—such as substantive
knowledge about writing and the relationships between collections of genre-specific writing—
within a given corpus. This emphasis on relations of exteriority allows for the detachment and
movement of actors within and outside of an assemblage, allowing the researcher to isolate
specific pieces of the assemblage in order to highlight targeted micro-level features, potentially
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revealing the ways students attempt to (re)circulate writing knowledge across different genres of
writing.
2.4 Conclusion
Writing analytics provides data-driven methods to assess student writing as well as
writing curricula and answers WS’s call for more RAD/CoE research. For this research, writing
analytics provides a way to identify how students (re)circulate knowledge differently between
genres of writing. According to Wetzel et al. (2021), “[C]orpus-based analytics can offer us rich
descriptions of written genres, especially a corpus-based approach that is rhetorical” (p. 292).
WA, then, can provide a detailed understanding of student writing knowledge (re)circulation
across the three genres sampled for this research by producing valuable data that could help
shape curricular and pedagogical decisions and revisions. However, WA simply provides data to
support curricular decision making; to fully reap the benefits of a WA approach to writing
assessment, researchers much deployed theoretical frameworks that are accurate and account for
the variety of exigencies that are prevalent within writing curricula.
The various theories discussed earlier in this chapter have often been deployed for WS
research, but these macro-level frameworks fail to support micro-level research, and if research
guided by theory helps to effectuate our pedagogy, employing assemblage theory as a theoretical
perspective would support micro- and macro-level investigation, potentially leading to more
beneficial programmatic, curricular, and classroom assessment practices. When combined with a
sociocultural perspective, the metaphor of assemblage(s) allows researchers to target, isolate, and
dissect student writing knowledge language patterns, providing a hierarchical structure which has
the potential to produce valuable insights about how students (re)circulate writing knowledge.

42

Additionally, assemblage theory provides structure to writing research by accounting for
the hierarchical social systems and assemblages of material and non-material patterns that exist
within curricular assemblages. Assemblage theory allows writing researchers to frame research
sites in a way that more fully accounts for the matryoshka doll-like structure of writing curricula.
Using assemblage theory as a framework for this research site allows me to isolate specific areas
of interest within the writing construct—such as student writing knowledge—and collect data
about the targeted phenomena, leading to a more accurate methodology for assessing student
writing and knowledge creation. This research, then, will attempt to use assemblage theory to
structure this research site and the variables of student writing knowledge targeted to better
understand how students (de/re)territorialize different genres and how those writing knowledge
structures (de)code various genres of writing.
This research’s revision of assemblage theory—a dominantly ontological theory—to an
epistemological lens is supported by a sociocultural research perspective, underpinned by the
belief that identifying patterns in student writing through the use of textual analytic software can
allow researchers to structure and highlight variables of student writing knowledge. By
identifying these patterns, this research will attempt to better understand how student writing
knowledge is (re)circulated with student texts and across genres. Assemblage theory, then,
enables both micro- and macro-level analysis of this research site in a structured way, revealing
key insights about student writing knowledge (re)circulation within written tasks and across
genres.

43

3.0 Chapter 3: Methods
3.1 Introduction
This research inquiry truly began toward the beginning of my PhD in 2017. A researchmethods course highlighted and drew my attention to the world of Writing Analytics and their
potential for large-scale programmatic assessment. Understanding the labor-intensive processes
of programmatic writing assessment from participating in grade norming during my MA, I saw
the value in Writing Analytics and the variety of tools and technologies that promised to make
this process less burdensome for assessing programs such as first-year writing, where data is
needed in order to make justifiable and pedagogically relevant decisions for a curriculum that in
many ways touches almost every student within a university setting. Because, if large-scale
programmatic assessment and empirical research practices should do anything, they should
improve not only the curriculum they are targeting but also the practices that instructors who
deliver these courses employ.
Of course, pedagogy is driven by theory and put into practice by administrators. This
research views student knowledge as an assemblage with a variety of moving pieces and parts
that all affect and are affected by each other, as noted in the literature review chapter.
Assemblage theory’s ability to analyze both micro- and macro-level environments, as noted in
the literature review, allows for a richer understanding of student writing, enabling researchers to
disassemble student writing in order to better isolate and highlight specifically targeted features,
potentially yielding valuable insights for pedagogical and curricular knowledge. Due to its focus
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on relations of exteriority, assemblage theory will enable this research to isolate micro-level
patterns—such as linguistic and genre features —as well as macro-level patterns—such as
substantive knowledge about the sampled writing tasks and the relationships between collections
of genre-specific writing—within a given corpus. This emphasis on relations of exteriority
allows for the detachment and movement of actors within and outside of an assemblage,
allowing the researcher to isolate specific pieces of the assemblage in order to more easily
highlight targeted micro-level features, potentially revealing the ways students attempt to
(re)circulate knowledge. Therefore, this research will attempt to identify and understand how
students navigate across genres in diverse ways to (re)circulate knowledge by identifying
linguistic, cultural, and substantive patterns (LCS), which help to frame knowledge structures
within student writing and provide the researcher insight into how students (re)circulate targeted
knowledge patterns across different writing tasks. This chapter will detail the approach taken and
methods used to conduct this empirical research, including the questions that drove the research,
the curriculum where the data was collected, the process of data collection, the methodology
used to design the study, and the variety of analytic methods and tools used to conduct this
research.
3.1.1 Research Questions
This inquiry was guided by five primary questions:
1. How can writing program administrators (WPAs) use data-driven technological tools
to assess writing programs in useful ways?
2. How can we identify LCS (linguistic, cultural, and substantive) patterns in student
writing?
3. How can these LCS patterns highlight student writing knowledge (re)circulation?
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4. What predictor variables appear within the corpus genres that can help to identify
student knowledge (re)circulation?
5. How can the findings of this research be applied to writing programs in a
pedagogically useful way?
3.2 Research Site
This research will attempt to answer these questions by looking at constructed response
tasks within a first-year composition (FYC) curriculum at a large research university in the
southeast: The University of South Florida (USF). The research site itself was covered under the
IRB# STUDY002887 and deemed exempt. The undergraduate population of this CarnegieMellon classified R1 university was 37,350 for the 2019-2020 academic year and were from a
diversity of ethnic backgrounds. 53.8% of the student population (including graduate students)
identified as “White”, 20.7% identified as “Hispanic”, 10% identified as “African American”,
7.4% identified as “Asian”, 3.9% identified as biracial, and 3.9% did not identify as any race.
Also, 56.2% of undergraduate students identified as female and 43.8% male. Most of the
undergraduate population (76.9%) were enrolled as full-time students (University of South
Florida Office of Decision Support, 2021). This variety within the research site will allows for a
more objective writing sample instead of sampling only one demographic.
The purview of this research will target writing from one standard curriculum at this
university, namely the first of two FYC courses, further referred to as ENC 1101. Generally, this
is the first writing course that students take unless they are placed beyond during the admissions
process. Also worth noting is the fact that all instructors of ENC 1101 must include three major
constructed response tasks, making features within the sampled corpus easier to identify,
increasing the validity of the research, and giving the researcher the ability to make
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generalization inferences for a variety of variables. Investigating this course will help the
researcher understand knowledge (re)circulation as it generally pertains to young college student
writers. So, although the results will be geared toward generalizations about this targeted
demographic, the methods employed to ascertain these results could be replicated for other
courses beyond a first-semester FYC course.
Designed around a writing construct, ENC 1101 “allows writing to be taught and
assessed in principled ways” (Elliot, 2019). The construct included 1) genre, 2) language arts, 3)
rhetorical conceptualization, 4) the cognitive domain, 5) the interpersonal domain, 6)
intrapersonal domain, and 7) the neurological domain. Based on the White et al.’s (2015) work,
this mapping of the writing construct enables valid assessment practices and increases
transparency for all stakeholders. Also, this nomothetic mapping firmly roots this research in a
construct, allowing the researcher to work within the cognitive domain and bodies of knowledge,
such as 1) genre knowledge, 2) task knowledge, 3) audience knowledge, 4) writing processes
knowledge, 5) problem solving knowledge, 6) information literacy knowledge, 7) conventions
knowledge, and 7) metacognition knowledge (White et al., 2015, pp. 74-75; Mislevy & Elliot,
2020, pp. 152-153). This research will navigate the cognitive domain of this curriculum’s writing
construct and extend Mislevy and Elliot’s (2020) model in order to identify specific ways that
students (re)circulate various types of knowledge within their writing and across genres. This
construct-driven curriculum also had a defined mission, vision, and values, allowing this
research to conduct principled analysis.
The curriculum being investigated was designed largely around the concept of Swale’s
(2017) discourse communities; therefore, all constructed response tasks were tied to discourse
communities in one way or form. This targeted curriculum also focused on three main writing
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tasks across three different genres: a literacy narrative (narrative), an expository overview
(expository), and a textual evaluation (reflection). According to Mislevy and Elliot (2020),
"genre conventions signal a discourse community’s norms, epistemology, ideology, and social
ontology” (italics added for emphasis; pp. 155-156). Knowledge is embedded in each genres’
conventions, and when writing in a genre is scrutinized, we can better isolate and identify
patterns that are present and, therefore, better understand how students (re)circulate knowledge
differently across genres. Proficiency in each genre, as Mislevy and Elliot (2020) posited,
depends on students “knowing how to write decontextualized text in a certain form” as well as
“in forms and ways that connect intimately to what people know, what people expect, and what
people do in some activity” (italics added for emphasis; p. 156). Also, since LCS (linguistic,
cultural, and substantive) patterns, as described by Mislevy (2018), refer to the myriad of ways
that individuals both think and act in certain situations based on a variety of activity patterns that
are mediated by human behaviors over time, the researcher can also identify and isolate other
ways students (re)circulate student writing knowledge within writing, not just of genre-specific
discourse patterns, but also other linguistic, cultural, and substantive patterns that emerge
through research. So, this research site seems apt to understand how student writing knowledge
is (re)circulated in varying ways across genres.
3.3 Data Collection
As mentioned previously, this research will focus on analyzing three core constructed
response tasks from a first-semester FYC curriculum collected during the fall of 2019 that was
built around the concept of Swale’s (2017) discourse communities. Each task was built around a
specific and different genre, each with differing rubric criteria (see Appendix D). In addition, the
curriculum itself was designed around the idea of formative assessment through “gathering
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actionable data” within the “digital, instructional tool” USF Writes (University of South Florida
Department of English, 2021). Descriptions of the three genres sampled within this curriculum
will be discussed next, followed by an explanation of the sampling of these assignments as well
as a description of USF Writes and other additional documents that served to shape this
curricular assemblage:
3.3.1 The Literacy Narrative
This task was a 750-1,000-word essay focused on the genre of literacy narratives. It was
also built around the discourse community of the Digital Archive of Literacy Narratives (DALN;
www.thedaln.org) in that students looked at samples of literacy narratives on this website before
constructing their own. This task asked students “to consider [their] relation to and with literacy”
and to “take a deeper dive into the exploration of individual and collective communication
practices and processes—all with the intention of understanding and developing the main
character in [their] story” (see Appendix B; see section B.1). This task was the first in the threetask sequence.
3.3.2 The Expository Overview
The second task in the course sequence that was collected was a 1,000-1,200-word essay
that was built around each individual student finding their own discourse community (DC) to
investigate. The genre of this task was expository, and it asked students to identify and analyze
“the literacy practices of a specific discourse community by addressing the organizing question:
How does this discourse community use writing to communicate?” This task asked students to
(re)circulate their knowledge about DCs from the Literacy Narrative task and to then expand
upon this knowledge by seeking out new and unique DCs to investigate (see Appendix B; see
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section B.2). This provided opportunities for students to expand their knowledge about DCs and
the discursive processes that occur within them.
3.3.3 The Textual Evaluation
The final task of ENC 1101 was a 1,000-1,200-word meta-reflective essay that asked
students to evaluate three different samples of their own writing and to pay close attention to
“how spaces construct groups and literacy practices and specifically at how [they] have made
moves through writing to connect space, audience, and intention”. This meta-reflection builds
upon the prior tasks by asking students to reflect on their own personal communication practices
within DC spaces and rhetorical situations they have experienced. This task specifically asked
students: “What intentional shifts were made to communicate across spaces?” (see Appendix B;
see section B.3). This sampled task, then, enables the researcher to understand meta-knowledge
in terms of student knowledge about their own knowledge of DCs and the rhetorical decisions
students make when communicating in a variety of spaces.
All of these constructed response tasks contain a variety of knowledge that can be
identified and traced across the three genres, enabling the researcher to target student knowledge
(re)circulation in a variety of ways. This diachronic investigation of DCs will be collected
through an instructional tool required across all sections of ENC 1101 called USF Writes.
3.3.4 Sampling Plan Design
This research will collect all available documents across all three constructed response
tasks (n = 3,811; 4.43 million words) from students who have opted into research (n = 1342).
These documents come from three different tasks collected over the course of one semester from
a large research university in the United States. The tasks and breakdown of the totals documents
is as follows: 1) Literacy Narrative (n = 1331; 1.39 million words), 2) Expository Overview (n =
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1295; 1.64 million words), and 3) Textual Evaluation (n = 1185; 1.4 million words). Although
this traditionally would be too many documents for one researcher to hand code, using RANDLex’s stance module for analyzing the three genre corpora of texts will enable the researcher to
sample all documents due to its automated coding of genre and rhetorical features.
Additionally, all student writing was given a randomly generated number that coincides
with an anonymous student before the documents were collected. This is for two reasons: 1) to
keep the student identity and information hidden, and 2) so that the researcher can identify the
same student’s writing across the three constructed response tasks if needed. By doing this, the
researcher will be better able to conduct a micro-level analysis of knowledge (re)circulation,
seeking to understand how individual students (re)circulate knowledge across genres.
3.3.5 USF Writes
All writing samples will be extracted from USF Writes, “a digital, instructional tool that
enhances writing pedagogy in first year composition (FYC) and professional and technical
communication (PTC) by providing a robust formative feedback platform that works in tandem
with other tools and technologies” (University of South Florida Department of English, 2021).
This tool is designed to pedagogically aid instructors while simultaneously “facilitat[ing] student
learning” (University of South Florida Department of English, 2021). All instructors of ENC
1101 at the university were required to use USF Writes within their course. At the beginning of
the semester, when students first logged into USF Writes, students were presented a waiver. The
waiver asked them to opt in or out of potential research use of their submitted documents and
completed tasks. Therefore, students gave informed consent for research participation. Due to
this, all samples of all three tasks in which students opted into the research were made available
to the researcher.
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Worth noting is that students are charged a fee for each semester they use USF Writes, so
requiring students to use USF Writes, pay for this use, and then allow research to be done on
their submissions brings up interesting ethical questions. I believe the driving force behind
writing research—and this research in particular—is its end-goal: to improve pedagogy and the
teaching of writing. If “[f]airness in writing assessment is defined as the identification of
opportunity structures created through maximum construct representation. [and] Constraint of
the writing construct is to be tolerated only to the extent to which benefits are realized for the
least advantaged” (Elliot, 2016, §3.1), then use of student data to improve pedagogy and writing
program instruction would seem to ultimately benefit the students. This was the line of thought
and planning that went into creating USF Writes: the ultimate goal of the tool was to benefit
students. With this end in mind, the researcher will use the sampled data to understand
knowledge (re)circulation across genres, with the end goal of providing research that could be of
pedagogical value for future students as well as writing programs.
The curricular values of USF Writes are also in close alignment in a variety of ways that
benefit students and the writing curricula at USF. The tool allows students to receive formative
feedback on their writing, enhancing the revision process and supporting student learning. In
addition to the student benefits, there are benefits such as the ability to house and gather
actionable data about the curricula. Additional administrative benefits of USF Writes include
tool-generated reports at the individual, class, and curriculum levels, allowing for benchmarking
and real-time curricular adjustments as well as the ability to identify at-risk students, potentially
leading to better retention and student success. This research fits into the USF Writes goals in
terms of promoting formative feedback about the successful and unsuccessful rhetorical and
genre-specific patterns that students use in first-year writing. The results of this research could
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help provide formative feedback about pedagogically salient features within first-year writing at
USF, leading to more research-based and theoretically grounded pedagogical practices that
enhance student writing abilities.

3.3.6 Additional Documents
In addition to the three course tasks, the researcher was also able to procure additional
documents from the FYC curriculum, such as the syllabus (see Appendix A), a glossary of terms
used for the pedagogical materials in the curriculum (see Appendix B), and scoring rubrics for
each task sampled (see Appendix C). The constructed response tasks prompts and texts as well as
the additional documents collected helped the researcher to develop a variable model for the
variety of knowledge (re)circulated throughout the tasks, structuring the research site and
allowing the researcher to make informed decisions about the variables targeted. These
additional documents provided further insight into USF’s curricular assemblage for first-year
writing.
3.4 Methodological Orientation
One area of research within Writing Studies that has garnered attention from postmodern
theorists is rhetorical circulation, or the study of how texts and discourses are circulated through
time and space and across culture (L. E. Gries, 2018, p. 3). Gries (2018) gave a detailed literature
review of its history and posited that circulation has always been a concern of Euro-American
rhetors, but until recently, with the work of scholars like Foucault and Trimbur, has circulation
“come to play a more explicit role in a wide range of studies coming out of . . .writing studies”
(p. 4). John Trimbur (2000) suggested that scholars should consider circulation more carefully
and focus their attention on the ways that it affects delivery (Sheridan, Ridolfo, & Michel, 2012,
p. 61; Brooke, 2009, pp. 33-34; Domage, 2016, p. 266; Gries, 2018, p. 4). Although rhetorical
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circulation could be incorporated and targeted through the methods employed for this research,
this research engages not with rhetorical circulation, as Gries and Brooke (2018) focused on, but
with knowledge circulation and recirculation, a distinctly different concept. This research, then,
will attempt to target knowledge (re)circulation through assessment of the sampled USF
curriculum using student writing and a variety of other pedagogical documents that were
collected.
3.4.1 Writing Program Assessment
In order to accurately assess ENC 1101, this research seeks to better understand the
various components of the curriculum. Writing program assessment is “the process of
documenting and reflecting on the impact of [a] program’s coordinated efforts” (White et al.,
2015, p. 3) through “a longitudinal process of accountability—of documenting all the efforts a
writing program undertakes to create important consequences for its many constituencies” (p. 4).
White et al. (2015) argued that assessments for writing programs should be modeled through the
use of constructs that account for each program and universities’ “unique institutional ecologies”
(p. 7). Therefore, “[n]o single method or paradigm exists that is appropriate for all composition
programs; on the contrary, each writing administrator must develop site-specific measures for the
assessment and evaluation of the goals, pedagogy, and overall effectiveness of the composition
program” (CWPA, 2019). Understanding the local values of any writing program allows writing
program administrators (WPAs) to assemble and assess writing programs more thoughtfully in
ways that are beneficial to students, our main constituents.
However, the labor that accompanies assessment is often significant, and for good reason.
Researchers need to be sure that the data they capture is interpreted accurately, less the research
itself be flawed. Because of the labor associated with assessment processes, writing programs
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often lack the ability to support large-scale assessments due to a lack of funding—
contemporarily exacerbated by the Covid-19 pandemic—and/or the lack of raters needed to
complete such large-scale projects. Writing Analytics has offered alternatives to writing
programs that allow WPAs to perform these large-scale assessments that are significantly less
labor-intensive by deploying tools that lessen the burden. Many of these tools, such as NVivo
and Docuscope, make coding documents for specifically targeted features easier, lessening the
labor associated with assessment. These tools have paved the way for assessment practices that
lead to curricular and pedagogical insights. The caveat to these tools is that they must be
deployed in ways that include interpretations of the results by the researcher; otherwise, the
observations these tools highlight could be misinterpreted, leading to curricular revisions and
practices that are not substantiated with data, changes that could potentially be detrimental to
student learning and retention. These tools also allow for more targeted assessments, such as
assessing student learning outcomes.
ENC 1101 listed six different student learning outcomes (SLOs) in the curriculumstandard syllabus (see Appendix A); two of these outcomes helped to shape the targets of this
research. The first outcome stated that students should be able to “[w]rite in expository forms
using varied genres to express ideas for academic, civic, and personal audiences”. The corpus
sampled from ENC 1101 collected three different genres of writing: 1) a personal literacy
narrative (see Appendix B; see section B.1), 2) an exploratory essay about discourse communities
(see Appendix B; see section B.2), and 3) a reflective essay on students’ rhetorical choices (see
Appendix B; see section B.3). These three genres were investigated within this research to better
understand the rhetorical choices students made when addressing different audiences through
differing genres. Influenced by the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL)
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(2015) information literacy framework, a second outcome within the syllabus claimed that
students should be able to “[l]ocate information relevant to specific tasks from valid sources and
use that information to write in expository forms”. This research will investigate the knowledge
students have regarding types of evidence students deploy and the variety of ways students
incorporate evidence based upon understandings of genre and audience. As the Fink (2016)
stated, “Knowledge about writing is only complete when writers understand the ensemble of
actions in which they engage as they produce texts”. This research will attempt to capture this
assemblage of writing knowledge by targeting granular rhetorical choices students make when
navigating writing tasks, audiences, and genres and the patterns that emerge from these various
choices. To date, few studies have been conducted on how students circulate and recirculate
writing knowledge within writing and across different genres. This research attempts to fill this
gap by targeting patterns of writing knowledge recirculation structured through a construct
model that accurately depicts the curricular assemblage that was sampled and providing a
methodical framework for future research.
3.4.2 Construct Model
The complexities of researching writing stem from the ambiguity of rhetorical situations.
Lauer and Asher (1988) define a construct as “an inductive summary that attempts to
characterize a facet of behavior” (p. 10). As well, every task and action interact with a host of
variables, many of which are impossible to document. A constructive approach to writing
research, especially in terms of writing analytics, allows researcher to better account for this
ambiguity in ways that make writing research more replicable, leading to pedagogical theories
that better foster student learning and development. White et al. (2015) argued that “[t]he writing
construct itself is thus shaped and defined by these variables—categories that vary across time
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and circumstance but that can nevertheless be identified” (p. 76). Although the authors are
discussing systematic mapping of the curriculum, their original construct model (see Figure 3.1
below) provides a perfect starting place for a number of reasons: 1) this writing construct
informed the curriculum being targeted, 2) this construct includes a domain that is of particular
interest to this research (cognitive domain), and 3) this construct includes a taxonomy of
knowledge for writing tasks.
The importance of model-based reasoning for this research cannot be overstated.
According to Mislevy (2018),
Models are fundamental to science. Newton’s laws, the double helix model of
DNA, and the Lotka-Volterra model of predator-prey interaction are cases in
point (Frigg & Hartman, 2006). It is not simply the content of models that
matters, but the thinking and the activities they organize, and how peoples’
interactions revolve around them . . . A model is a simplified representation of
selected aspects of a system (Ingham & Gilbert, 1991). Its entities, relationships,
and processes constitute a model’s structure. They provide a framework for
reasoning across many unique real-world situations, in each case abstracting
salient aspects of the situation, and then going beyond it in terms of mechanisms,
causal relationships, or implications at different scales or time points that are not
apparent on the surface. (p. 9)
For this dissertation, modeling provided structure for the research site, allowing for identification
and targeting of student writing knowledge. Construct modeling in particular allowed me to
better frame the various assemblages of student writing knowledge in a way that provided a
richer understanding of both the targeted variables as well as the salient pedagogical features that
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accompany the results. In essence, construct modeling provided a framework for this research
and mapped the research site (see Figure 3.2 below) in a more manageable and meaningful way.
Katz & Elliot (2016) stated that “construct modeling was, in fact, the equivalent of theory
building” and reinforced Embretson’s (1983) argument “that a sound construct model must
account for individual performance, allow for comparison of alterative models, yield
quantification of the constructs in the model, and provide information about individual
differences in performance” (p. 98). Therefore, this research will focus on the cognitive domain
as identified by White et al. (2015) and Mislevy and Elliot (2020) and uses the sub-constructs of
knowledge within them to construct a hypothetical model of the cognitive domain of writing as it
relates to knowledge (re)circulation within the sampled curricular data collected. This model was
subsequently aligned with a psychometric model in order to “emphasize the benefits to be gained
by psychometrics” in terms of ethical writing assessment (Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p. 146),
advanced for use in workplace English communication (Oliveri et al, 2021), and used to advance
pedagogical strategies through linguistic feature analysis (Aull, 2020), similar to the goals of this
research. Building upon Mislevy and Elliot’s (2020) cognitive domain model, this research will
extend this model to more fully account for the variety of knowledge types present within the
sampled curriculum.
To measure knowledge (re)circulation across three different genres of FYC tasks in a
way that is both reliable and valid, the researcher will employ the use of a theorized writing
construct (see Figure 3.1 below) and extend it in order to begin the research design. Defined by
White et al. (2015) as “a stipulated assigned definition of what we are seeking to measure” (p.
81), mapping out a writing construct for these tasks will help to both accurately represent the
writing tasks and provide reliable results. White et al. (2015) argued that “the idea of modeling
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the construct of writing through empirical means became the centerpiece for our understanding
of the act of writing as one of the most complex of human activities” (p. 29). Situating this
research within the field of Writing Analytics and Writing Assessment, the researcher will
present a model of student writing focused on the cognitive domain, specifically with a focus on
how knowledge is (re)circulated in student writing. The construct used for this research was
informed by sources such as the White et al. (2015), Mislevy and Elliot (2020), “WPA Outcomes
Statement for First-Year Composition” (CWPA, 2008), as well as Framework for Success in
Postsecondary Writing (CWPA, NCTE, & NWP, 2011), resources that also helped shaped the
curriculum these writing samples were drawn from (Elliot, 2019).

Figure 3.1. The Writing Construct as Hypothesized by White et al. (2015) and refreshed by
Mislevy and Elliot (2020).
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The cognitive domain of writing, as theorized by White et al. (2015) and Mislevy and
Elliot (2020), contains eight categories of knowledge: 1) genre knowledge, 2) task knowledge, 3)
audience knowledge, 4) writing processes knowledge, 5) problem solving knowledge, 6)
information literacy knowledge, 7) conventions knowledge, and 8) metacognition knowledge.
These eight categories of knowledge will serve as a template in which to categorize the targeted
variables. This research, then, will attempt to theorize how the knowledge categories and, more
specifically the variables within these categories, are circulated across the three genres within the
data. Through a construct model of knowledge (re)circulation within the cognitive domain (see
Figure 3.2), I will target variables of student writing knowledge. Jordheim (2018) acknowledged
that “[m]ost studies of knowledge circulation, generally inspired by the call to ‘follow the
actors’, set out to trace the movements of certain practices or inscriptions from one site—in the
widest possible sense of the word—to another” (p. 217). Through both the writing construct
model posited by White et al. (2015) and refreshed by Mislevy and Elliot (2020), specifically
within their cognitive domain, as well as through the identification of measurable variables of
knowledge within writing, this research will ‘follow the actors’ and trace student knowledge
(re)circulation across the three sampled genres by identifying LCS (linguistic, cultural, and
substantive) patterns—unique patterns that carry epistemological significance—within student
writing using statistical methods facilitated through technological tools.
This construct model (see Figure 3.2) includes five layers: 1) the construct of knowledge
(re)circulation itself, 2) LCS patterns, 3) identified variables of knowledge adapted from White
et al. (2015) and Mislevy and Elliot (2020), 4) facets of the identified variables, and 5) the genres
of the writing sampled that knowledge variables circulate and are recirculated through. This
model helps to visualize the construct being researched and how each type of knowledge has

60

Figure 3.2. A Hypothesized Model of the Writing Construct for ENC 1101 at USF.

facets of knowledge, revealing different ways that knowledge can be (re)circulated between and
across each genre. Jordheim (2018) argued that “works can be perceived as much more ‘open’
and porous artefacts, which expand in time and space, comprise different editions and
translations, and through which very different kinds of knowledge circulate” (p. 232). This
‘openness’ and ‘porousness’ of texts—as well as their general malleability in terms of revisions,
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editions, and interpretations—allows for a multitude of variables of knowledge to be identified.
Although the variables identified in Figure 3.2 are not exhaustive, they signify an array of
knowledge types that can be identified in the sampled corpus. Also worth noting is that
knowledge is socially constructed, so although this study provides an example of how knowledge
is constructed within the sampled curriculum of ENC 1101, different social variables will
inevitably affect how knowledge may be constructed and (re)circulated elsewhere. However, the
following methods will allow this study to be replicated across social situations, allowing for
pedagogical revisions where the localized data warrants.
3.5 Analytic Methods
The analysis of this corpus will be completed using a software suite called RAND-Lex,
“a text analytics and machine learning tool suite developed at the RAND Corporation”
(Marcellino, 2019, p. 184) with the goal of “democratiz[ing] these [text analysis] methods and
mak[ing] them broadly available within the humanities and social sciences” (p. 184). RAND-Lex
is designed to make large-scale text analysis easier for less-experienced users. Only two studies
have been performed using RAND-Lex within the field of writing studies (Marcellino, 2019;
Hillen, 2020). Marcellino (2019) pioneered the use of this tool for writing studies research,
providing a proof of concept for its application within the field. In the second study, Hillen
(2020), in his dissertation at Utah State University, looked at appeals to ethos on Twitter;
however, the author only used the keyness analysis within the tool. Building off of these prior
studies, this research will attempt to analyze the collected corpus using this tool to both build
upon Marcellino’s (2019) methods and validate the use of RAND-Lex within the field of writing
studies. This analysis will use three of the four modules available within RAND-Lex (Stance,
Lexical, and Topic Modeling). Built as a tool to perform both close and distant analyses through
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the use of the variety of modules, this research will perform both micro- and macro-level
analyses of the sampled corpus using the modules to identify and quantify targeted variables of
knowledge (re)circulation across different genres of student writing through the lens of
linguistic, cultural, and substantive (LCS) patterns (Mislevy, 2018).
3.5.1 LCS Patterns
In order to identify targeted variables of knowledge (re)circulation, the research uses the
lens of LCS patterns to direct the data analysis. LCS patterns, as described by Mislevy (2018),
refer to the myriad of ways that individuals think and act in certain situations based on a variety
of activity patterns mediated by human behaviors over time. So, to better understand how
students circulate and recirculate knowledge through written texts and across genres, targeting
specific knowledge assemblages within a corpus of written texts can help to depict and
illuminate a variety of student knowledge variables. Therefore, this research utilizes a
sociocultural perspective on writing, arguing that any and all activity is mediated by LCS
patterns. Gee (2008) posited that
[a] situated/sociocultural viewpoint looks at knowledge and learning not primarily
in terms of representations in the head, although there is no need to deny that such
representations exist and play an important role. Rather, it looks at knowledge and
learning in terms of a relationship between an individual with both a mind and a
body and an environment in which the individual thinks, feels, acts, and interacts,
(p. 81)
So this viewpoint recognizes “human activity as a complex adaptive system involving
interactions among and within individuals" (Mislevy, 2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p. 148)
“mediated by socially constructed practices, built around linguistic, cultural, and substantive
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(LCS) patterns and representations” (Mislevy, 2018, p. 47). This perspective fits well within the
methodology of assemblage theory in that it argues that activities such as writing are inherently
influenced by the various social interactions we have and have had throughout our lives. The
“complex adaptive system” of writing—or assemblage—which is “mediated by” and “built
around . . . LCS patterns” can, therefore, be parsed in order to better understand how knowledge,
specifically the writing knowledge of students, is influenced and (re)circulated by these “socially
constructed practices”. LCS patterns and the analytic techniques used to highlight them can,
therefore, be analyzed through the framework of assemblage theory to better understand how
these practices and the knowledge structures they imbue are (re)circulated through writing and
across genres.
Identifying LCS patterns in student writing seems beneficial to this research due to its
focus on writing knowledge (re)circulation and student agency. This is because LCS patterns
“make interactions among individuals possible and to which individuals become attuned through
experiencing situations constructed around them” (Mislevy, 2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p.
149). In order to understand how LCS patterns can render potentially hidden features, an
understanding of what LCS patterns are is in order. According to Mislevy and Elliot (2020),
Linguistic patterns . . . span lexicon and syntax; there are typical uses of given
words and structures, but every situated meaning depends on context, users’
intentions and hearers’ expectations, and the interpersonal functions they serve.
Genres are examples of cultural patterns—encompassing typical ways people
structure writing but intertwined with kinds of purposes and uses people have in
recurring kinds of social situations. Substantive patterns address knowledge
structures and activity structures in the social and physical world, from repairing
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toasters to greeting friends to writing research proposals. (italics added for
emphasis; p. 149)
According to this definition, micro-level LCS features such as linguistic patterns can be
identified within student writing through methods such as lexicogrammatical analysis of student
stance markers, while cultural patterns can be identified by the genre’s expectations and social
influences of the genre’s rhetorical considerations. It is worth noting that “genre is not simply
about forms of writing, reading, or speaking but about those forms as ways of using language in
recurring situations” (Mislevy, 2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p. 155). Substantive patterns, a
more macro-level focus, deal directly with knowledge and “know how”, such as task knowledge
for a variety of writing prompts. LCS patterns are, therefore, all based on the interactions one has
with the world, leading to knowledge of the world in various facets.
3.5.1.1 Linguistic Patterns.
Understanding the patterns of student discourse and which of those patterns are
privileged within higher education is important, because as Aull (2020) noted, ‘The goal of
exposing privileged discourse patterns is not to suggest they are better than others, but to identify
and describe written choices repeatedly valued in higher education so they are evident and
alterable for those implicated in their use” (p. 5). By understanding the tacit patterns students
deploy within written discourse and the values attached to those patterns we can inform our
pedagogies and shape curricula that positively reinforce what we value in a more informed way.
Aull (2015) argued that “[t]he goal of identifying linguistic patterns in academic writing is to
help demystify it: to expose repeating features and attendant values that characterize FY [firstyear] and expert writing in order to guide students’ informed choices about whether and when
they use features commonly used by expert” (p. 6). Removing the black box that shrouds the
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various genres of discourse that students participate in reveals even more of the rhetorical
choices, both explicit and implicit, that students contend with as they write.
The ways that students use language highlights student writing knowledge in a variety of
ways. Written student discourse is complex and dependent upon many hidden linguistic patterns
that are only visible when specifically targeted through some form of human or computer coding.
According to Mislevy and Elliot (2020), “Linguistic patterns . . . span lexicon and syntax; there
are typical uses of given words and structures, but every situated meaning depends on context,
users’ intentions and hearers’ expectations, and the interpersonal functions they serve” (p. 149).
Every rhetorical assemblage is dependent upon a variety of linguistic patterns that are socially
situated, privileged, and often shrouded or completely out of view. Understanding students’
“lexicogrammatical choices (essentially stylistics)” and identifying the underlying and hidden
linguistic and rhetorical choices that students make explicitly and implicitly “is a way to make
visible a writer’s stance in text” (Marcellino. 2019, p. 185). Making student stance visible
enables scholars to identify the different writing strategies students use at the micro-level,
highlighting knowledge about how students use language for rhetorical and communicative
purposes. This research of first-year writing and student lexicogrammatical choices will attempt
to better understand the linguistic patterns that are over-present and/or under-present across the
three genres (narrative, expository, and reflection) when compared to each other as well as to a
corpus of upper-level student writing (MICUSP) by conducting an analysis of how students use
language explicitly and implicitly to denote their stance.
The use of language within student writing and the knowledge of how to use language
effectively for specific rhetorical means was targeted within this research through the use of
identifying three different variables: 1) epistemic stance, 2) attitudinal stance, and 3)
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interpersonal stance. Each of these variables also had facets, such as certainty markers for
epistemic stance, affect and values for attitudinal stance, and social relationships for
interpersonal stance. The linguistic patterns identified in the corpus give greater insight into the
various ways students assert their stance through different rhetorical strategies, such as the use of
hedges, boosters, and generalizations for certainty markers (Aull, 2020), evaluations and
personal feelings about the materials being discussed (Hyland & Jiang, 2016), and “interpersonal
features that vary across communities” (Pavalanathan et al., 2017, p. 886). Drawing attention to
these patterns, as Aull (2020) noted, can help expose the privileged discourse features of
academic writing, removing the black box for both students and instructors, and leading to more
productive pedagogical methods.
3.5.1.2 Cultural Patterns.
Though shaped in a variety of ways by linguistic patterns, assemblages of written student
discourse are also shaped by patterns of social and cultural values, especially at it relates to
institutions of higher education and the communities that surround and occupy them. Values at
schools of business and at schools of education are vastly different, and by understanding the
implicit and explicit social and cultural values that exist as well as how they manifest within
written student discourse, researchers can better understand what is valued across various social
and cultural assemblages for a multitude of situated genres of student writing. Mislevy and Elliot
(2020) argued that “[g]enres are examples of cultural patterns— encompassing typical ways
people structure writing but intertwined with kinds of purposes and uses people have in recurring
kinds of social situations” (p. 149). This situated view of genre is what the research in this
section will focus on identifying. A comparison of the three genres (narrative, expository, and
reflection) against each other as well as an upper-division student corpus (MICUSP) will help to
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reveal student writing knowledge about genre, highlighting genre-specific discourse patterns in
each genre within the sampled corpus. Within this analysis of cultural patterns, the research will
also identify different rhetorical strategies that reveal the knowledge first-year students have
about their audience by analyzing the ways writers use evidence, emotion, and reasoning across
all three genres and compared to the MICUSP corpus. Lastly, this research will identify
threshold concept knowledge based upon glossary terminology used in the sampled corpus that
were drawn from the glossary created specifically for ENC 1101 and disseminated to students at
the beginning of the semester (see Appendix C). This knowledge will be targeted through
keyness and collocate analyses, and the glossary terms that are identified within each sampled
genre and are statistically significant will be highlighted and further researched using
concordance analysis to better understand their contexts and usage. These three targets of student
knowledge help reveal tacit cultural patterns within each genre, including how students deploy
genre-specific rhetorical patterns and rhetorical stragtegies within genres of academic writing
and how students use threshold concept terminology to complete genre-specific tasks.
3.5.1.3 Substantive Patterns.
Linguistic and cultural patterns refer to mostly micro-level patterns, but to better
understand macro-level features such as student task knowledge, this research also analyzes
substantive patterns within the research corpus. According to Mislevy & Elliot (2020),
“Substantive patterns address knowledge structures and activity structures in the social and
physical world, from repairing toasters to greeting friends to writing research proposals” (p.
149). Understanding macro-level student knowledge structures such as task knowledge, then,
requires looking not at the linguistic or cultural features present in writing but, instead, at the
larger patterns and themes that emerge throughout each genre’s corpus. By identifying these
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macro-level themes coupled with knowledge of the prompts from each constructed response
tasks, this research can better understand student task knowledge.
3.5.2 Variable Model
Mislevy (2018) argued that “models”, as well as model-based reasoning, are
“fundamental to science” (p. 9). Within the sociocultural perspective of research, psychometric
analysis incorporates statistics and psychometrics, attempting to model sociocultural
assemblages and identify regularities and LCS patterns for the purposes of assessment (Mislevy,
2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, pp. 148-149). Mislevy and Elliot (2018) review the history of
psychometrics (pp. 147-148), and psychometric analysis as well as its focus on analyzing and
quantifying psychological measurements such as knowledge is a strong fit for this research. So,
by modeling the research site and the many variables within the targeted assemblages, this
research design is well-grounded in sociocultural theory.
This research uses LCS patterns to identify variables of knowledge apparent within the
targeted corpus in order to create a variable model. Mislevy (2018) noted that “[a] model is a
simplified representation of selected aspects of a system” (p. 9), and “[t]he meaning of the
variables in a psychometric model in any given application is thus situated” (p. 5). The variable
model for this research is situated around targeting and identifying knowledge variables within
the specific ENC 1101 curriculum. “LCS patterns”, Mislevy (2018) claimed, “determine the
salient features of task situations. . . . and provide a basis for recognizing and evaluating
performance in terms of the values of a measurement model’s observable variables” (p. 5). So,
identifying LCS patterns within the corpus and structuring the targeted variables around these
patterns is key to evaluating how students (re)circulate knowledge. This variable model is
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Table 3.1. The Variable Model that Structures this Research.
Knowledge Type
Linguistic

Variable (x)

Facets of Variables (x f )

Epistemic Stance

1

Language Use

Attitudinal Stance

Values

Interpersonal Stance

3

Cultural

Genre Knowledge

Genre-Specific Discourse
Patterns

Expository

Evidence Use

Audience Knowledge

Rhetorical Strategies

Emotion

Reasoning

6

Substantive

7

"Attitudinal stance indicates the writer’s affective,
rather than epistemic perspectives,
and includes evaluations and personal feelings as he or
she comments on the material under discussion
(interestingly, surprisingly) or on the communication
itself (e.g., honestly, in truth). While attitude is
expressed throughout a text by the use of subordination,
comparatives, progressive particles, punctuation, text
location, and so on, it is most explicitly signaled by
attitude markers such as attitude verbs (e.g., agree,
prefer), sentence adverbs (unfortunately, hopefully),
and adjectives (appropriate, logical)" Hyland & Jiang,
2016, pp. 261-262).

"Interpersonal stancetaking represents an attempt to
unify concepts such as sentiment, politeness, formality,
and subjectivity under a single theoretical framework"
(Pavalanathan et al., 2017, p. 885).

“Genres are examples of cultural patterns— encompassing typical ways people structure writing but intertwined with kinds of purposes and uses people have in recurring kinds of social situations”
(Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p. 149).

Reflective

5

Stance ; "Analyzing
lexicogrammatical choices
(essentially stylistics) is a way to
make visible a writer’s stance in
text. . . . lexicogrammatical
analysis of a writer’s stance
works through taxonomic counts:
statistical testing on the
frequencies and distributions of
different categories of language:
certainty markers, hedging
language, types of affect, social
relationships, values, and so on."
(Marcellino, 2019, p. 185)

Social Relationships

Narrative

4

Literature

"[E]pistemic words, which indicate the level of
certainty and generalizability of attendant statements"
(Aull, 2020, p. 31).

Certainty Markers

Affect

2

RAND-Lex Module

“Linguistic patterns, for example, span lexicon and syntax; there are typical uses of given words and structures, but every situated meaning depends on context, users’ intentions and hearers’
expectations, and the interpersonal functions they serve” (Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p. 149).

Threshold Concept
Knowledge

Glossary Terms

Threshold Terms

Stance; "[E]xploratory factor
analysis (EFA) [identifies] textual "We can think of school genres as examples . . . that
latencies (rhetorical strategies or enact and maintain discourses and behaviors, socializing
genre features) in the corpus students into producing not only particular texts, but
through the co-variance of style: also ways of being (Aull, 2020, p. 16). The corpus is,
purposeful language moves
therefore, divided into three different corpora signifying
entailed in accomplishing rhetorical three different scholarly genres.
tasks" (Marcellino, 2019, p. 195).

Stance; "[L]exicogrammatical
analysis is suited for function
extraction (what are the pragmatic
moves in the text—the writer’s
stance inscribed in the text?).
Where lexical analysis works
through word counts and word
distances, lexicogrammatical
analysis of a writer’s stance
works through taxonomic counts:
statistical testing on the
frequencies and distributions of
different categories of language"
(Marcellino, 2019, p. 185).

By the end of first year composition, students should . .
. [r]espond to the needs of different audiences [and]
[r]espond appropriately to different kinds of rhetorical
situations" ("WPA Outcomes Statement", 2008).

Keyness/Collocate/Concordanc
e (View in Context) ; "Keyness
testing finds conspicuously overpresent words, while collocate
analysis identifies words that
occur near each other nonrandomly, sometimes through
habitual turns of phrase"
(Marcellino, 2019, p. 189).

"Writing 101 Glossary" terms (e.g. discourse
community/ies and code-meshing); "Keyness is
calculated . . . By using log-likelihood (LL), which
compares observed versus expected frequencies" (Aull,
2020, p. 173); "One way to learn about lexical
associations in a corpus is by examining word
collocates" (Aull, 2015, p. 48); Concordance "is useful
for identifying the frequency and use of targeted
words" (Aull, 2015, p. 46).

“Substantive patterns address knowledge structures and activity structures in the social and physical world, from repairing toasters to greeting friends to writing research proposals” (Mislevy & Elliot,
2020, p. 149).

Task Knowledge

Boundary Markers

Variation
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Topic Modeling ; "Latent
Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) . . .
discover[s] latent thematic
features in large text collections . .
. [and] is valuable because it helps
empirically define the content and
boundaries of types of writing"
(Marcellino, 2019, pp. 185-186).

"LDA is . . . intended to be illustrative of the way in
which probabilistic models can be scaled
up to provide useful inferential machinery in domains
involving multiple levels of structure. Indeed, the
principal advantages of generative models such as
LDA include their modularity and their extensibility. As
a probabilistic module, LDA can be readily embedded
in a +A1:F18more complex model" (Blei et al., 2003, p.
1015).

important for this research because conceptual models allow us to better understand complex
research situations in ways that render a researcher able to make inferences, and research design
using models tries to account for both what is lost and what is gained from the model (Mislevy,
2018, p. 6). This description of psychometric modeling seems to reinforce the utility of
assemblage theory, allowing for a more fine-grained analysis of a variety of the microassemblages that are stratified around the targeted research site, thus allowing the researcher to
decode the material and expressive objects that make up the assemblage, leading to a richer
understanding of the targeted phenomenon. However, as Mislevy and Elliot (2020) noted, “The
match between the situation and the model is never perfect, nor do we claim it to be so.
Nevertheless, our understanding of the situation—and our ability to make inferences beyond the
situation—are now both enhanced by a framework the situation does not in itself possess” (p.
152). Therefore, conceptualizing and developing a model that attempts to explain the research
site as well as the variables within the targeted assemblage leads to an enhanced understanding
of the targeted assemblage.
The variable model developed for this research (see Table 3.1) was informed by a
number of factors: 1) deductive reasoning of possibly apparent and salient pedagogical
knowledge assemblages within the corpus, 2) the documentation for the curriculum being
researched—rubrics, syllabus, glossary, curricular materials, literature about taxonomizing
writing assessment (Coppola & Elliot, 2013; CWPA, 2008; CWPA, NCTE, & NWP, 2011), and
3) structuring from the framework of LCS patterns (Mislevy, 2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020) and
construct modeling (White et al., 2015; Mislevy, 2018) (see Figure 3.1). Building upon White et
al. (2015) and Mislevy and Elliot’s (2020) model, the variable model was directly drawn from
the new construct model of student writing knowledge (see Figure 3.2) developed for this
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research. From these sources, I was able to identify seven variables believed to be present in the
sampled corpus. The variables are structured hierarchically, with the outer-most level being that
of LCS patterns. The subsequent level is that of subconstructs of the cognitive domain, as
identified by White et al. (2015) and Mislevy and Elliot (2020), and expanded by this research
that focus on knowledge type. The final levels are that of the salient pedagogical variables
identified by the researcher through the aforementioned methods as well as facets of those
variables. Also included in this variable model is literature that points to the RAND-Lex module
used for each analysis as well as literature that provides proof of concept for identifying each
variable. This variable model will guide the analysis of the data collected.
It should be noted here that although these variables work for the corpus collected from
ENC 1101, based upon the curriculum and institution, any variables identified should be guided
by the curricular and sociocultural environment of the sample. As Beigman Klebanov et al.
(2018) found about the use of technologies for assessment using utility-value scoring,
[The] findings emphasize the need to study the applicability conditions for an
automated system if it is going to be tasked with evaluating writing produced in a
variety of institutional settings. Thus, it is possible that shifts to a new institution
(and, thus, a new student population), a new subject matter course, or a new
variant of the original task may result in systematic changes in the textual features
that render the original system inapplicable to the new context. (p. 326;
Marcellino, 2019, p. 187)
Therefore, researchers must use caution when replicating this study to ensure that the curricular
and sociocultural conditions of the targeted environment guide the identification of the targeted
variables for any model. To identify the targeted variables, this research design will include use
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of the technological tool RAND-Lex, developed by the RAND Corporation, coupled with
guidance from the researcher to identify various types of knowledge that students recirculate
within the targeted curriculum. By using RAND-Lex and human intervention, this research
attempts to identify student-writing knowledge that is valued within one specific curriculum.
Although the results of this research may not necessarily be applicable to other writing programs
with differing values and goals, the methods employed by the researcher could be refreshed
according to the location and values in order to achieve the same outcome: a richer
understanding of how students circulate and recirculate various types of writing knowledge
across differing genres of academic writing.
3.5.3 RAND-Lex
Guided by the variable model from Table 3.1, the entire corpus of documents sampled
from ENC 1101 will be analyzed through the text analytics software suite RAND-Lex,
developed by the RAND Corporation and housed online within a secure server. Donahue and
Foster-Johnson (2018) argued that “RAND-Lex” and other cloud-based analytic suites “hold the
promise to both extend the capability to code through automated processes and allow large
corpora of data to be uploaded and analyzed rapidly” (p. 378), and Nicholson et al. (2021)
pointed to RAND-Lex’s usefulness for textual analysis: “RAND- Lex includes statistical testing,
expert workflows, and tooltips that allow users to answer policy questions through empirical
analysis of text collections too large or onerous for human labour to read and analyse” (p. 7). For
a single researcher with a large corpus of data, a powerful, cloud-based text analytic platform
(Lang et al., 2019) such as RAND-Lex is ideal for data parsing and variable identification
through a variety of methods pre-embedded in the software. The tool incorporates keyness,
collocation, concordance, and topic modeling analyses as well as a coding module that codes the
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documents at the macro-level, not specific micro-level features within them. Therefore, this
research uses all analytical methods within RAND-Lex except for coding, using a comparative
corpus of upper-level academic writing.
3.5.3.1 MICUSP.
Analyzing texts within RAND-Lex requires the use of a baseline corpus to compare the
research corpus to. This research will use the Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level Student Papers
(MICUSP), which contains a variety of academic documents (n = 829; 3.63 million words) of
different genres within multiple disciplines (see Table 3.2 below). Although RAND-Lex does
include the Freiberg-Brown Corpus of American English (FROWN), the MICUSP corpus was
specifically designed to contain texts within the academic genre, whereas the FROWN corpus
contains genres that are not academic in nature (fiction, press, learned, and general prose).
Therefore, the MICUSP seems to be a better fit to isolate and identify genre-level patterns of
academic writing due to its ability to eliminate analytical noise produced by non-academic
writing. This research will use the MICUSP as a comparative baseline corpus to isolate targeted
linguistic and cultural patterns within the research corpus and compare to each genre in order to
reveal targeted patterns within the research corpus at both micro- and macro-levels. This corpus
was purposefully chosen to demonstrate similarities and differences between upper-division,
source-based writing (in MICUSP) and first-year, identity and language-based writing (in USF).
The genres in MICUSP are well represented as models for upper-division students, and when
compared to the USF genres sampled, it should reveal LCS patterns that are pedagogically
salient.
This comparison of upper-division student writing to first-year writing aligns with the
“WPA Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition” in that it produces measurable results
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Table 3.2. Details About the Genres and Disciplines Contained Within the MICUSP
Genre
Argumentative
Creative Writing
Critique/Evaluation
Proposal
Report
Research Paper
Response Paper

Total
186
7
61
47
364
140
24

Total

829

Discipline
Biology
Civil and Environmental Engineering
Economics
Education
English
History and Classical Studies
Industrial Operations and Engineering
Linguistics
Mechanical Engineering
Natural Resources and Environment
Nursing
Philosophy
Physics
Political Science
Psychology
Sociology

Total
67
31
25
46
98
40
42
41
32
62
42
44
21
62
104
72
829

of student learning outcomes as they relate to student writing knowledge across genres. The
genres within the MICUSP have similar patterns of student academic discourse since the genres
in the corpus are academic, unlike corpora such as FROWN. Without an academic corpus to
compare the sampled USF corpus and genres to, the results would be less likely to reveal salient
pedagogical features through targeted linguistic patterns. Therefore, the MICUSP corpus allows
this research to produce generalizable micro- and macro-level results about first-year student
writing at USF and how it compares to upper-division academic writers by a comparison of
means between the USF and MICUSP corpora.
This research will use the MICUSP as a comparative baseline corpus to isolate targeted
linguistic and cultural patterns within the research corpus and compare to each genre in order to
reveal targeted patterns within the research corpus at both micro- and macro-levels.
3.5.3.2 Micro Analyses.
Using the lexical and stance modules, the researcher was able to achieve a better
understanding of both how these variables can be identified but also a better idea of the
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usefulness of each tool and module. Each module has a variety of methods build into them. The
first module within RAND-Lex is lexical module, which enables the researcher to identify
targeted linguistic patterns and perform a purposive keyness analysis of identified words and
collocates of interest as well as the ability to view each word (n-gram) and phrase (bi/tri-grams)
in their original context with the corpus (concordance). This gives the researcher the ability to
identify micro-level features that help to reveal the aboutness of the sampled corpus (Marcellino,
2019). This module was useful for identifying terms that appeared in a statistically significant
way, such the terms from the glossary provided within the FYC curriculum. Keyness analysis,
according to Aull (2020), “compares observed versus expected word frequencies and is useful
because it does not assume the normal distribution of words across a corpus” (p. 173). Using loglikelihood (LL) scores and target frequencies can help a researcher understand and identify
variables such as keywords drawn from the class glossary. Other ways of identifying lexical
patterns within RAND-Lex are also available in the lexical analysis module such as collocation
analysis, which allows researchers to identify bi-grams and tri-grams of value in the corpus, and
concordance view, which provides contextual information of how n-grams are used, helping the
researcher to better understand the use of the targeted words and phrases within the corpus.
Although there are ways in RAND-Lex to contextualize bi- and tri-grams, I combined the entire
corpus into three separate documents, separated by genre. This gave me the ability to search for
multi-word phrases and provide context to the bi- and tri- grams within each genre in ways that
help to build off of the original analysis in RAND-Lex and were both more expeditious and
streamlined. This module and subsequent analyses will allow the researcher to identify microlevel assemblages of knowledge within the corpus and properly contextualize the way that the
identified salient pedagogical features are applied.
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The second module, stance, seems to be the most useful to this research. It uses
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which helps “to discover textual latencies (rhetorical
strategies or genre features) in the corpus through the co-variance of style: purposeful language
moves entailed in accomplishing rhetorical tasks” (Marcellino, 2019, p. 195), making
identification of some of the targeted variables easier to accomplish. In RAND-Lex, the stance
module utilizes comparison of means guided specifically by Tukey’s Honest Significant
Difference (HSD) test, in order to compare two or more corpora against a baseline corpus and
reveal differences within the text. Comparison of means is a post-hoc test that is single tailed, so
understanding the mean values of the targeted variables will be important to understanding the
results. According to Marcellino et al. (2021),
RAND-Lex’s stance analysis module allows human text analysts to compare text
corpora through statistical tests (i.e., Tukey’s Honest Statistical Difference). In
addition, analysts can run principal component analysis to infer latent structure in
texts from statistically significant covariance of language features. Stance
comparison combines machine-reading of text with human interpretation of
feature-rich examples of patterns in text data. (p. 67).
Similar to sentiment analysis, stance analysis relies on “statistical testing on the frequencies and
distributions of different categories of language: certainty markers, hedging language, types of
affect, social relationships, values, and so on” (Marcellino, 2019, p. 185) by utilizing 119
language categories (see Appendix E for full list and descriptions) that “are derived from a
rhetorical taxonomy of language developed by CMU, representing an expert dictionary with
many millions of entries” (Marcellino et al, 2021, p. 30;67). In essence, the stance module codes
the corpora according to these predetermined language categories, allowing the researcher to
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utilize the coding in order to more easily identify language categories that are synonymous with
knowledge (re)circulation and salient pedagogical variables of knowledge (re)circulation, such as
stance, genre-specific discourse features, and rhetorical strategies. Using statistics-based methods
to identify and capture targeted instances of knowledge (re)circulation allows the researcher to
make credible claims about the identified LCS patterns and how they function across genres.
3.5.3.3 Macro Analyses.
The third module within RAND-Lex that will be used to analyze the data is topic
modeling. According to Marcellino (2019), “Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA) topic modeling
has had a broad impact in digital humanities, by discovering latent thematic features in large text
collections” (p. 185). He continued and said that “[it] is valuable because it helps empirically
define the content and boundaries of types of writing and is interpretable because it is an
example of distant machine reading matching close human reading” (pp. 185-186). This module
has the ability to pull out high-level themes that appear within the corpus, allowing for a macrolevel analysis of the corpus and understanding of the themes of the text, helping to understand
the substantive layer of LCS patterns. This is helpful when trying to identify what the topics of
the corpus are and what type(s) of knowledge are being (re)circulated. This module will help the
researcher understand the topics present in each genre, allowing inferences to be made about the
topics students engaged with for each writing task. According to Aull (2020), “[C]omposition
approaches to assessment especially underscore macrolevel aspects of writing such as use of
evidence and imagined audience” (Aull, 2020, p. 18). The topic modeling module produces “lists
of words (topics) that appear in the same context, and thus are topically related and further
interpreted by human readers” (Marcellino, 2019, p. 185). This macro-analysis allows the
researcher to identify topics that may have already been present but also identify those that may
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have been hidden using Latent Dirichlet Allocation (LDA). Topic modeling will give the
researcher a better idea of the variety of task knowledge that is present within the corpus.
As with most of the analytical methods for large corpora, there is a lot of noise present
(i.e. words that are not of interest to this researcher) within a corpus. For analyses in RAND-Lex,
such as keyness and topic modeling, a list of stop words were used in order to reduce this noise.
The stop words were collected from GitHub and were drawn from the Natural Language Toolkit
(NTLK). The list I compiled included the stop words from the NTLK as well as other sub-lists
compiled and included in the GitHub comments sections (Bleier, 2009). This larger list helped to
reduce noise from words such as articles (a, an, the), prepositions (i.e. with, of, before, etc.),
contractions (don’t, didn’t, etc.), as well as other words that do not carry with them the types of
knowledge that this research targets.
Through the use of RAND-Lex, this research will conduct analyses on the sampled
corpus by parsing it into three genres: narrative, expository, and reflective. The analyses
conducted will be a lexicogrammatical analysis using RAND-Lex’s stance module, keyness and
collocation analysis as well as concordance analysis to view in context the keyness and
collocation results, and finally a topic modeling analysis. The results of these analyses follow in
the next chapter.
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4.0 Chapter 4: Results
4.1 Introduction
LCS patterns are essential to the creation of knowledge as well as its (re)circulation. So,
to understand how students (de/re)territorialize various genres of writing with the goal of
(re)circulating knowledge, analyzing knowledge assemblages—such as the knowledge
assemblages from the cognitive domain in White et al. (2015)—nested within LCS patterns
found in student writing enables researchers to identify multiple micro- and macro-level
variables, leading to a richer understanding of student knowledge (re)circulation. Mislevy (2019)
claimed that “[t]here are LCS patterns of many kinds, grains, sizes, and at different levels, which
in various combinations and recurring patterns frame our interactions with the physical and
social world” (p. 26). So, LCS patterns are essentially markers for assemblages of knowledge,
and assemblage theory argues for relations of exteriority, which “imply . . . that a component part
of an assemblage may be detached from it and plugged into a different assemblage in which its
interactions are different” (DeLanda, 2006, p. 10). While LCS patterns are vital to this research
in terms of identifying assemblages of knowledge on the micro- and macro-levels within writing,
the variables that make up these assemblages are the targets of this research and will provide a
more fine-grained analysis of knowledge (re)circulation. I targeted specific knowledge
assemblages identified by White et al. (2015) and built upon them in ways that better fit the
research site. This research targeted five (5) specific types of writing knowledge that I believed
could be identified, and I categorized them according to where they fit within the LCS
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framework. The five identified knowledge types targeted within the research corpus and
structured around LCS patterns are: language use (linguistic), genre knowledge (cultural),
audience knowledge (cultural), threshold concept knowledge (cultural), and task knowledge
(substantive).
Within the corpus sampled from USF, I created three separate corpora by task genre:
narrative (n = 1331), expository (n = 1295), and reflection (n = 1185), totaling 3,811 documents.
Of these documents, all were input into RAND-Lex, “a text analytics and machine learning tool
suite developed at the RAND Corporation” (Marcellino, 2019, p. 184). I partitioned the corpus
into three separate corpora by genre-type and uploaded them individually. This partitioning of
the corpus into three separate corpora allowed me to get a baseline understanding of the presence
of variables targeted within each genre of the research corpus, allowing for a rich understanding
of the targeted variables as they pertain to genre. This partitioning also revealed the over- or
under-presence of the targeted variables, determined by levels of statistical significance, across
each genre, yielding results about how students (re)circulate the targeted forms of writing
knowledge in different ways across these three sampled genres.
The MICUSP corpus was also uploaded to RAND-Lex as a reference or baseline corpus
for comparison to each of the three genres. The MICUSP, or Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level
Student Papers, contains seven genres: argumentative, creative writing, critique/evaluation,
proposal, report, research paper, and response. A total of 829 documents from all seven genres
were collected from disciplines: Biology (BIO), Civil & Environmental Engineering (CEE),
Economics (ECO), Education (EDU), English (ENG), History & Classical Studies (HIS),
Industrial & Operations Engineering (IOE), Linguistics (LIN), Mechanical Engineering (MEC),
Natural Resources & Environment (NRE), Nursing (NUR), Philosophy (PHI), Physics (PHY),
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Political Science (POL) Psychology (PSY), and Sociology (SOC). This corpus is more accurate
than RAND-Lex’s standard reference corpus (The Freiburg-Brown corpus of American English
[FROWN]) due to its focus on academic writing as well as its contemporary relevance; FROWN
was created in 1992 while MICUSP was created in 2009. The MICUSP corpus would then seem
to be a more effective baseline corpus in which to compare the three genres of academic writing
(from 2019) against.
4.1.1 RAND-Lex Analysis
The target and MICUSP corpora were analyzed by using a variety of analytical methods
within RAND-Lex: stance comparison, keyness (including collocation and concordance), and
topic modeling. The first cluster of analyses uses stance analysis, which “compares two corpora
(a target corpus vs a baseline corpus) to determine whether the use of particular groups of words
associated with stance (e.g., emotions, values, certainty) is significantly different” (Nicholson et
al, 2021, p. 25). RAND-Lex, however, allows the user to compare up to three corpora against a
baseline text, allowing for comparisons across multiple corpora instead of two, which is ideal for
this research, as well as comparison of means testing. Within the stance module, the user has a
variety of options. The user can view the whole corpus by vector, allowing the user to view rich
segments of the corpora for each coded category. This affordance allows researchers to better
investigate high levels of a coded category within the corpora. The user can also go right into the
annotated view and select each document uploaded to the corpora, allowing the user to view each
of the 119 coded categories directly on each document. According to Marcellino et al. (2021),
RAND-Lex can “map the text in documents to a 119-dimension vector representing the stancetaking for each document. The resulting vector is a series of coordinates that allows us to model
the various stances in a document in a 119-dimensional space” (Marcellino et al., 2021, p. 30).
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These 119 dimensions, represent an example of machine coding that allowed me to identify
targeted variables that were already coded, saving labor and making the corpus analysis possible
(the list of stance markers identified within RAND-Lex’s stance module can be seen in Appendix
E). Through exploratory factor analysis (EFA), I is able to identify “textual latencies (rhetorical
strategies or genre features) in the corpus through the co-variance of style: purposeful language
moves entailed in accomplishing rhetorical tasks" (Marcellino, 2019, p. 195). Lastly, stance
analysis also allows the user to conduct a comparison of means using the Tukey (HSD) pairwise
comparison test as a test of significance (p < .05). The Tukey Test, or honest significance
difference test identifies within the 119 categories if there is a difference between any two
corpora within the analysis. If there is statistically significant difference between the two corpora
the analysis continues, rendering a Q-value—where the Q critical values for this analysis, based
on the degrees of freedom [(df) = 3813] and the comparisons [(k) = 3] for the comparison of
means analysis, are Q(.05) = 3.32 and Q(.01) = 4.32—as well as a Cohen’s distance value (d).
Cohen’s distance is used to show the effect size of the difference instead of just identifying that
there is a significant difference, allowing me to better understand how meaningful the difference
is. The effect sizes are determined by the Q-value and can be “small, medium, and large effect
sizes as d = .2, .5, and .8, respectively” (Sawilowsky, 2009, p. 598). Cohen’s d values will allow
me to both identify statistically significant differences as well as classify how significant they
are. The various abilities of the stance analysis within RAND-Lex allowed me to perform
statistical analyses that otherwise would have been too difficult, providing a richer understanding
of the targeted corpus. This stance analysis, for brevity and a matter of stylistic integrity, only
uses the word “significant” to refer to statistically significant (p < .05) results.
To interpret the stance analysis results, RAND-Lex produces a box and whisker plot for
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each of the preset registers, which are displayed throughout the results in figures. These figures
show relative positions among writing samples from both the MICUSP corpus and USF corpus;
the corpus details for the MICUSP can be seen in “Chapter 3: Methods” within Table 3.2 and the
USF corpus details can be found in “Chapter 3: Methods”, section 3.4. We can see each corpus’s
mean value for each targeted feature by identifying the black dots within each box and whisker
plot. The whisker plots and the lines extending to each side of them represent the range of values
within each corpus, displaying how many certainty markers (percentage) can be seen across the
whole corpus. The extreme percentages represent the variability of certainty in the corpus across
all documents with each end representing the extremes. The box itself shows the values within
the lower- and upper-quartiles, with a line in the middle representing the median percentage
value and the dot representing the mean percentage value. If the mean is to the right of the
median line, we know that the values of the target are skewed to the right; this means that most
of the values within the documents are smaller than the mean but that the corpus contains some
samples with large percentages of the target marker. If the mean dot skews left of the median
line, we know that the corpus contains documents that are mostly larger than the mean with some
samples that contain small percentages of the targeted marker. Exact values of the comparison of
means analyses are included throughout the results in tables, which show statistically significant
difference and effect size. Effect size is understood to measure pedagogical force.
The second cluster—keyness, collocation, and view in context (concordance)—work
together. As discussed in an earlier chapter, a keyness analysis compares the targeted corpus to a
baseline corpus (MICUSP) and produces a list of over- or under-present words, allowing
researchers to better understand the significance of each identified word by using statistical
methods such as log likelihood ratio (LL), word frequency, document frequency percentage. The
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percentage of difference better measures the true effect size between the target and baseline
corpora (Gabrielatos & Marchi, 2012), and when used in conjunction with loglikelihood score,
which is a confidence measure (Gabrielatos & Marchi, 2012; Nicholson et al., 2021) that reveals
if an identified keyword is statistically significance, I can better understand not just if a word is
significant but also how significant it is. Therefore, “words with a log likelihood ratio greater
than 10.83 indicate a probability of a word being used randomly or by chance to be very low (in
fact probability [p] is less than 0.001)” (RAND-Lex). Other critical p values for loglikelihood
scores are: LL(.01) = 6.63; LL(.05) = 3.84. In addition to these critical vaues, “[w]ords with a log
likelihood ratio greater than 10.83 and a minimum usage frequency of 10 in the target corpus,
and which are used in at least 10 percent of target documents, [are] considered as indicative of
‘persistent/recurrent’ ideas— that is, ideas which are discussed often and over multiple
publications” (Nicholson et al, 2021, p. 7). Percentage of difference then, when guided by
loglikelihood, allows researchers to identify statistically significant words present in a corpus
when compared to a baseline corpus and better understand their actual effect size. This analysis
will be used to identify n-grams within the research corpus, relying on the LL score to better
understand the relationship of the keywords to the corpus.
Building from keyness, collocation analysis identifies bi- and tri-grams, pairs and triplets
of words that occur consecutively within a corpus. This analysis provides me with statistical
values such as frequency of collocate, PMI (pointwise mutual information)—which is a strength
of association measure (Church & Hanks, 2002)—and LL. This research will use frequency, LL,
and PMI to better understand the associations of the target bi- and tri-grams. As noted above, a
LL of 10.83 is equivalent to p < .001, and PMI scores of 3 or more are generally meaningful in
terms of identified relationships (Church & Hanks, 2002). These statistical measures will help to
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find statistically significant collocates and understand how meaningful the identified associations
are within the research corpora.
To better interpret the keyness and collocation analysis, view in context, or concordance
analysis as it is more commonly known, allows me to view how the targeted n/bi/tri-grams
identified within the keyness and collocation analyses are used within the corpus, adding context
to the analyses. View in context analysis lists words and/or punctuation marks that appear before
and after the targeted word—three is standard, but I can adjust the parameters. This analysis will
be used within the discussion chapter to better understand how students are using both keywords
as well as collocates that have been targeted and identified within the corpus.
The final analysis is RAND-Lex that this research employed was topic modeling. Topic
modeling is a probabilistic model that can discover latent topics within a corpus by looking for
co-occurrence of words in some documents that do not occur in others (Blei et al., 2013). Topic
modeling is a way for researchers to conduct a more distant reading on a corpus, pulling out
groups of words that cand provide insight into the topic being discussed within the various
documents. RAND-Lex uses Latent-Dirichlet Allocation to conduct this analysis, rendering a
multitude of topics (word groupings) with a percentage value for each individual word that
represents the appearance of that word across the documents in the targeted corpus. This distant
reading analysis is useful for understanding the aboutness of a corpus and identifying potentially
interesting key terms that may have been overlooked. This analysis produces word clouds, data
visualizations that listed all words within each rendered topic and change the size of the fonts
based upon the corpus document percentage value. The higher the percentage value the larger the
word. These visualizations emphasize the impact of various words on the topics rendered,
depicting words that are most as well as least important within each topic.
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The various statistical and machine-coding methods embedded into RAND-Lex are very
useful for this research, but “the interpretation of test results is a human task . . . [and] requires
human contextual knowledge to make meaning of the patterns described by the software”
(Marcellino, 2019, p. 188). The analytical tools within RAND-Lex, when combined with close
human reading, made this research possible. The analyses in this chapter were guided by the
variable model from the previous chapter and Mislevy’s (2018) LCS patterns, starting with a
stance analysis of language use, genre, and audience knowledge. It then conducts a keyness and
collocation analysis in order to target threshold concept knowledge. Finally, using LDA topic
modeling, this research targets task knowledge.
The variable model included in the previous chapter (see “Chapter 3: Methods”; see
Table 3.1) guided this inquiry and provided the structure need to undertake it. The linguistic
patterns that this research targeted began with student language use (epistemic, attitudinal, and
interpersonal stances) and were identified and analyzed through RAND-Lex’s stance analysis
module, revealing granular patterns of student writing knowledge across the three USF genres
sampled. In order to identify cultural patterns such as student genre and audience knowledge, this
research again used the stance module to target genre-specific discourse patterns and rhetorical
strategies, revealing granular patterns across the genres. The analysis of cultural patterns also
used keyness analysis to identify student threshold concept knowledge through the course
glossary terminology that was disseminated to students and used within their writing. The last
analysis targeted the substantive pattern of boundary markers through the topic modeling
module. These analyses of LCS patterns revealed many micro and macro features of student
writing knowledge within the three sampled genres.
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4.2 Linguistic Patterns
This research identified linguistic patterns visible in the corpus in order to more fully
understand the rhetorical moves and strategies students employ within and across genres. As
Mislevy and Elliot (2020) noted, “Linguistic patterns . . . are typical uses of given words and
structures” (p. 149). Identifying typical word usage patterns— lexicogrammatical choices that
authors implicitly or explicitly to achieve a specific rhetorical goal—within student writing
allows researchers to better understand rhetorical strategies at the word level and how they
function across a variety of genres. This research focused in on linguistic patterns associated
with student knowledge of language use, such as epistemic stance, attitudinal stance, and
interpersonal stance. This research identified one specific type of linguistic pattern of writing
knowledge that will be analyzed within this corpus: language use knowledge.
4.2.1 Language Use
How students’ rhetorical use of language and the knowledge that they have about how to
deploy language to achieve a specific purpose is one target of this research. Through analysis of
texts, researchers can better understand student lexicogrammatical choices such as depicting
certainty (Aull, 2020), affect and values (Hyland & Jiang, 2016), as well as social relationships
(Pavalanathan, 2017). Analyzing stance, then, is a productive way to explore student knowledge
of language use within the sampled corpus. By analyzing stance, specifically epistemic,
attitudinal, and interpersonal stances within student writing, the lexicogrammatical choices that
students make become more clear, allowing researchers to better understand how students use
language and deploy the knowledge they have about it through rhetorical moves as it circulates
across genres. What follows is an analysis of the corpus that targets student language use
knowledge across three genres and compared to the MICUSP corpus in order to better
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understand student stance within their writing in three aspects: 1) epistemic stance through
certainty, 2) attitudinal stance through affect and value markers, and 3) interpersonal stance
through social relationship markers. The results of this language use analysis follow and can
been verified in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 (below). For a full list of stance markers targeted in the
research corpus, see Appendix F.

Table 4.1. Comparison of Means results for all Linguistic Patterns within RAND-Lex: Genre
Comparisons to MICUSP.
Variable (x)

RAND-Lex Target

Epistemic
Stance

Certainty
Uncertainty
Generalizations
First-Person
Personal Disclosure
Personal Thinking
Autobiography
Subjective Talk
Personal Reluctance
Public Virtue
Public Vice
Social Responsibility
Acknowledging
Social Closeness
Social Distancing

Attitudinal
Stance

Interpersonal
Stance

MICUSP and Narrative
Q
d
12.82 ***
0.21 †
35.13 ***
0.65 ††
72.62 ***
1.21 †††
258.12 ***
4.32 †††
216.19 ***
3.62 †††
24.68 ***
0.41 †
191.58 ***
3.2 †††
51.6 ***
0.86 †††
56.28 ***
0.94 †††
19.81 ***
0.33 †
43.21 ***
0.72 ††
14.02 ***
0.23 †
33.65 ***
0.56 ††
14.97 ***
0.25 †
5.22 ***
0.09

MICUSP and Expository
Q
d
nss
nss
21.1 ***
0.35 †
74.17 ***
1.25 †††
22.36 ***
0.38 †
21.32 ***
0.36 †
18.72 ***
0.31 †
14.28 ***
0.24 †
7.2 ***
0.12
6.62 ***
0.11
22.54 ***
0.38 †
65.07 ***
1.09 †††
11.56 ***
0.19
5.28 ***
0.09
131.18 *** 2.21 †††
17.6 ***
0.3 †

MICUSP and Reflective
Q
d
29.83 ***
0.51 ††
22.13 ***
0.38 †
41.02 ***
0.7 ††
133.52 ***
2.28 †††
103.18 ***
1.76 †††
14.46 ***
0.46 †
73.76 ***
1.26 †††
26.92 ***
0.46 †
44.43 ***
0.76 ††
nss
nss
44.19 ***
0.75 ††
5.39 ***
0.09
32.31 ***
0.55 ††
43.53 ***
0.74 ††
10.73 ***
0.18

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect size. †† medium effect size. ††† large effect size.

Table 4.1 shows the results of comparison of means analyses on the linguistic features of
the collected USF corpus separated into three genres: narrative, expository and reflective. These
three genres were compared to the MICUSP to make visible student language use knowledge and
the differing ways in (re)circulates when compared to upper-division student writing. These
assemblages of student language use knowledge, such as epistemic, attitudinal, and interpersonal
stances, allow for a more granular analysis of the differences between upper-division and first89

year writers. This analysis revealed that there are many statistically significant differences
between the MICUSP and USF genres in regard to all three stances. The expository genre had
the smallest effect size differences when compared to the MICUSP, except to public vice and
generalization markers. Generalization markers were unique in that these markers yielded the
largest effect sizes across all three genres. Also of interest are the variety of statistically
significant differences between the narrative and reflective genres when compared to the
MICUSP.

Table 4.2. Comparison of Means Results for all Linguistic Patterns Within RAND-Lex: Genre
Comparisons.
Variable (x)

RAND-Lex Target

Epistemic

Certainty
Uncertainty
Generalizations
First-Person
Personal Disclosure
Personal Thinking
Autobiography
Subjective Talk
Personal Reluctance
Public Virtue
Public Vice
Social Responsibility
Acknowledging
Social Closeness
Social Distancing

Stance
Attitudinal
Stance

Interpersonal
Stance

Narrative and Expository
Q
d
10.49 ***
0.2 †
18.23 ***
0.36 †
nss
nss
207.76 ***
4.05 †††
172.22 ***
3.36 †††
45.27 ***
0.88 †††
160.8 ***
3.14 †††
42.49 ***
0.83 †††
46.62 ***
0.91 †††
nss
nss
32.93 ***
0.64 ††
nss
nss
24 ***
0.47 †
103.5 ***
2.02 †††
21.2 ***
0.41 †

Narrative and Reflective
Q
d
16.07 ***
0.32 †
15.07 ***
0.3 †
27.72 ***
0.55 ††
28.63 ***
0.57 ††
54.04 ***
1.08 †††
9.8 ***
0.5 ††
116.44 *** 2.32 †††
21.53 ***
0.43 †
4.9 **
0.1
17.32 ***
0.34 †
4.23 **
0.08
15.87 ***
0.32 †
nss
nss
24.47 ***
0.49 †
14.78 ***
0.29 †

Expository and Reflective
Q
d
25.74***
0.52 ††
nss
nss
27.87***
0.56 ††
106.01***
2.13 †††
78.59***
1.58 †††
34.44***
0.69 ††
55.95***
1.12 †††
19.11***
0.38 †
36.4***
0.73 ††
20.63 ***
0.41 †
23.68 ***
0.48 †
14.25 ***
0.29 †
23.52***
0.47 †
82.1***
1.65 †††
6.47***
0.13

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect size. †† medium effect size. ††† large effect size.

Table 4.2 shows the results of comparison of means analyses on the linguistic features of
the collected USF corpus separated into three genres: narrative, expository and reflective. These
three genres were compared to each other to make visible student language use knowledge and
the differing ways in (re)circulates across genres. These assemblages of student language use
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knowledge, such as epistemic, attitudinal, and interpersonal stances, allow for a more granular
analysis of each genre of first-year student writing. This analysis revealed that there are many
statistically significant differences between the USF genres in regard to all three stances. One
finding of interest is the lack of difference between the expository and the narrative genres in
terms of generalizations. As well, the is a lack of difference between the expository and the
reflective genres in terms of uncertainty. Additionally, many attitudinal markers—such as firstperson, personal disclosure, personal thinking, and autobiography markers—showed a lot of
statistically significant differences across all three genres. These analyses of student language
use knowledge shows that each of these three genres have granular language use patterns that
make them distinct from each other, leading to the ability to theorize about localized pedagogical
methods for each genre that could better facilitate task execution. The results of these analyses
will be further expounded upon in the following sections.
4.2.1.1 Epistemic Stance.
According to Aull (2020), "[E]pistemic words . . . indicate the level of certainty and
generalizability of attendant statements" (Aull, 2020, p. 31). These consist of hedges, boosters—
which allow for the opening and closing of dialogic space within writing—and generalizations,
which close dialogic space and wide applicability (p. 32). Previous research has shown that
“first-year writers use fewer hedges, more boosters, and more generality words than upper-level
writers” (p. 31), closing off dialogic space in ways that—at times—become problematic for
audiences by leading to over-statements and wide-sweeping generalizations that are not
necessarily accurate. Although Pavalanathan et al. (2017) include hedges within their
interpersonal stance framework, Aull (2020) has established that hedges belong to the variable of
epistemic stance due to their ability to open dialogic space and leave open alternatives to the
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statement, so this research included these linguistic patterns only within epistemic stance. These
certainty markers within student writing were identified and made visible through RAND-Lex’s
stance modules.
4.2.1.1.1 Certainty Markers.
As a facet of the variable epistemic stance, certainty markers are targeted within this
research. RAND-Lex was able to identify and measure certainty markers within all three genres.
Of the 119 stance patterns registers within the tool, I identified three patterns that fit the research
targets for certainty markers, as included in the variable model. Aull (2020) identifies five
epistemic stance markers that “indicate the level of certainty and generalizability of attendant
statements” (p. 31): 1) certainty (hedges), 2) uncertainty (boosters), and 3) generalization
(generalizations) are three of these five patterns and are able to be specifically targeted and
identified through RAND-Lex. RAND-Lex defines certainty as “[t]he use of words indicating
feelings of absolute knowledge (e.g., completely true, assuredly so)”; uncertainty is defined as
“[t]he use of words indicating uncertainty (e.g., maybe, perhaps)”; and generalization is defined
as “[t]he use of words indicating generalizations (e.g., all, every). Some property is extended to
all members of a class”. By using these preset registers, I was able to take advantage of the
automated coding within RAND-Lex, making these patterns visible across the corpus. The
results for the analysis of certainty markers follows.

Figure 4.1. Certainty Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.
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Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for certainty markers reveals that
the genres of narrative and reflective writing both exceeded the MICUSP at statistically
significant levels (p < .001). However, there was no statistical significance between the MICUSP
and the expository genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals
statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most certainty
markers appearing in the reflective genre at statistically significant levels (see Figure 4.1).
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.51) between the MICUSP and the reflective genre,
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre was small (d = 0.21). There
was no statistically significant difference between the MICUSP and the expository genre.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository and reflective genres yielded a medium
effect size (d = 0.52), while the comparisons between the narrative and expository genres (d =
0.2) as well as the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.32) yielded small effect size. These
results show that students used more certainty markers in the genres of reflective and narrative
writing.

Figure 4.2. Uncertainty Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for uncertainty markers reveals that
all three of the USF genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
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differences among the narrative and expository genres and the narrative and reflective genres (p
< .001), with the most uncertainty markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.2).
There were no statistically significant differences between the expository and reflective genres.
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.65) between the MICUSP and the narrative genre,
while the effect sizes between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 0.38) and the MICUSP
and expository genre (d = 0.35) were small. Between USF genres, the comparisons of the
narrative and expository genres (d = 0.35) and the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.3)
yielded small effect size. There were no statistically significant differences between the
expository and reflective genres. These results show that students used more uncertainty markers
at statistically significant levels in the genre of reflective writing.

Figure 4.3. Generalization Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for generalization markers reveals
that all three of the USF genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p <
.001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically
significance differences among the narrative and reflective genres and the expository and
reflective genres (p < .001), with the most generalization markers appearing in both the narrative
and expository genres (see Figure 4.3). There were no statistically significant differences found
between the narrative and expository genres.
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There were large effect sizes between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 1.25)
and the MICUSP and narrative genre (d = 1.21), while the effect size between the MICUSP and
the reflective genre was medium (d = 0.7). Between USF genres, the comparisons of the
expository and reflective genres (d = 0.56) and the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.55)
yielded medium effect size. There were no statistically significant differences found between the
narrative and expository genres. These results show that students used more generalization
markers at statistically significant levels in the genres of narrative and expository writing.
In sum, the results of the analysis of the sampled corpus and the three genres contained
within it revealed that all genres composed for USF contained more frequent use of epistemic
stance markers when compared to the MICUSP corpus. Students used more boosting (certainty)
in the genre of reflective writing while hedging (uncertainty) more in the genre of narrative.
Students generalized much more in the genres or narrative and expository, with slightly more in
the narrative genre. These results will be further discussed and analyzed in the next chapter.
4.2.1.2 Attitudinal Stance.
Unlike epistemic stance, which focuses on authorial certainty, attitudinal stance
“indicates the writer’s affective, rather than epistemic perspectives, and includes evaluations and
personal feelings as he or she comments on the material under discussion (interestingly,
surprisingly) or on the communication itself (e.g., honestly, in truth) (Hyland and Jiang, 2016,
pp. 261-262). Attitudinal stance relies on affect and values that are expressed within writing.
Hyland and Jiang (2016) argued that “[b]y signaling an assumption of shared attitudes and
reactions to material, writers both express a position and seek to bring readers into agreement
with it” (p. 262). So, by identifying a variety of targeted features of both affect and values within
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student writing, attitudinal stance and the knowledge that students have regarding how to use
these associated language patterns for rhetorical means can be analyzed.
4.2.1.2.1 Affect.
One facet of the variable attitudinal stance is affect. This research identified six targeted
patterns of affect within student writing that depict the writer’s “attitudes and reactions to
material” using RAND-Lex. These patterns are: 1) “first-person”, which is “[t]he use of words
indicating self-reference (e.g., I, me, my, myself)”, 2) “personal disclosure”, which is “[t]he use
of words indicating self-reference (e.g., First Person; I, me, my) in combination with verbs
indicating personal thought or feeling (e.g., I think, I feel, I believe)”, 3) “personal thinking”,
which is “[t]he use of words indicating the unshared contents of an individual mind (e.g.,
believe, feel, conjecture, speculate, pray for, hallucinate”, 4) “autobiography, which is “[t]he use
of words indicating self-reference (e.g., First Person, I, me, my) in combination with a form of
have or used-to to signal an individual mind reflecting back on a personal past (e.g., I have, I
have always, I used to)”, 5) “subjective talk”, which is “[t]he use of words indicating that one's
take on reality is only a version that needs to be confirmed by other minds to count as objective
(e.g., it seems, tentatively, appears to be, a way to think about)”, 6) and “personal reluctance”,
which is “[t]he use of words indicating first person resistance within decision-making, (e.g., I
regret that, I am sorry that, I'm afraid that)”. The results of this affect analysis follow.

Figure 4.4. First-Person Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.
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Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for first-person markers reveals that
all three genres of writing exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significant
differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most first-person markers appearing in the
narrative genre (see Figure 4.4).
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 4.32) and
between MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 2.28), while the effect size between the MICUSP
and the expository genre was small (d = 0.38). Between USF genres, the comparison of the
narrative and expository genres yielded a large effect size (d = 4.05) as did the comparison
between the expository and reflective genres (d = 2.13), while the comparison between the
narrative and reflective genre yielded medium results (d = 0.57). These results show that students
used more first-person markers at statistically significant levels in the genre of narrative writing
and used these markers more often at statistically significant levels across all genres when
compared to the MICUSP corpus.

Figure 4.5. Personal Disclosure Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for personal disclosure markers
reveals that all three genres of writing exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p
< .001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically
97

significant differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most personal disclosure
markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.5).
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 3.62), the
MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 1.76), while the effect size between the MICUSP and the
expository genre was small (d = 0.36). Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and
expository genres yielded a large effect size (d = 3.36) as did the comparisons between the
expository and reflective genres (d = 1.58) and the narrative and reflective genres (d = 1.08).
These results show that students used personal disclosure markers at statistically significant
levels more often within the genre of narrative writing and used these markers more often at
statistically significant levels across all genres when compared to the MICUSP corpus.

Figure 4.6. Personal Thinking Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for personal thinking markers
reveals that the genres of narrative and reflective writing both exceeded the MICUSP at
statistically significant levels (p < .001). However, use of personal thinking markers in the
MICUSP exceeded the expository genre at statistically significant levels (p < .001). Comparison
of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance differences
among all three genres (p < .001), with the most personal thinking markers appearing in the
narrative genre (see Figure 4.6).
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There was a small effect size between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 0.46), as
well as between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.41) and the MICUSP and the
expository genre (d = 0.31). Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and
expository genres yielded a large effect size (d = 0.88), while the comparisons between the
expository and reflective genres (d = 0.69) as well as the narrative and expository genres (d =
0.5) yielded medium effect sizes. These results show that students used the most personal
thinking markers at statistically significant levels in the narrative genre, but students more often
refrained from using personal thinking markers in the expository writing.

Figure 4.7. Autobiographical Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for autobiographical markers
reveals that all genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most autobiographical markers appearing
in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.7).
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 3.2) and
between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 1.26), while the effect size between the
MICUSP and the expository genre was small (d = 0.24). Between USF genres, all comparisons
rendered large effect sizes: narrative and expository (d = 3.14), narrative and reflective (d =
2.32), and expository and reflective (d = 1.12). Overall, the narrative genre used autobiographical
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references at statistically significant levels much more than either of the other two genres or the
MICUSP corpus, although all genres exceeded use of autobiographical markers at significant
levels (p < .001) when compared to the MICUSP.

Figure 4.8. Subjective Talk Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for subjective talk markers reveals
that all genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001). Comparison of
the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance differences
among all three genres (p < .001), with the most subjective talk markers appearing in the
narrative genre (see Figure 4.8).
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.86),
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the reflective genre was small (d = 0.46). The
comparison of the MICUSP and expository genre revealed statistical significance, but its effect
size was less that the required Cohen’s d value for a small effect size (d = 0.12). Between USF
genres, there was a large effect size between the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.83) and
small effect sizes between the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.43) as well as the
expository and reflective genres (d = 0.38). These results show that students included more
subjective talk markers at statistically significant levels in the genre of narrative writing,
although all genres contained significantly more (p < .001) than the MICUSP corpus.
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Figure 4.9. Personal Reluctance Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Lastly, comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for personal reluctance
markers reveals that all genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among comparisons of the narrative and expository genres as well as the expository
and reflective genres (p < .001), with the most personal reluctance markers appearing in the
narrative genre (see Figure 4.9). The comparison of the narrative and reflective genres revealed
statistically significance differences (p < .01) as well.
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.94),
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre was medium (d = 0.76). The
comparison of the MICUSP and reflective genre revealed statistical significance, but its effect
size was less that the required Cohen’s d value for a small effect size (d = 0.11). Between USF
genres, there was a large effect size between the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.91) and a
medium effect size between the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.73), but the effect size for
the comparison of the narrative and reflective genres rendered a Cohen’s d value lower than the
requirement for a small effect size (d = 0.1). These results show that students used more personal
reluctance markers at statistically significant levels within the narrative genre, closely followed
by the reflective genre, and more markers across all genres at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP corpus.
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4.2.1.2.2 Values.
A second facet of attitudinal stance is values. In addition to affect patterns identified
within the analysis of attitudinal stance, I also identified three targeted patterns that help depict
and identify a writer’s values as they pertain to the public; these are shared values that are
depicted, not individual values. The use of these markers within this analysis can arguably
provide more insight into the values of the writer as they pertain to and overlap with the values
of an audience. The identified targeted patterns are: 1) “public virtue”, defined as “[t]he public
standards and goods most audiences believe in (e.g., justice, happiness, fairness, the good).
Experience: Standards to uphold and champion”, 2) “public vice”, defined as “[t]he public ills
most of society rejects (e.g., Injustice, unhappiness, unfairness, the bad)”, and 3) “social
responsibility”, defined as “[r]esponsibility in the second person (e.g. you are responsible)
overlaps with confrontation”. The results of this analysis follow.

Figure 4.10. Public Virtue Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for public virtue markers reveals
that the genres of narrative and expository exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant
levels (p < .001), while there were no statistically significant results from the comparison of the
MICUSP to the reflective genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other
reveals statistically significance differences among the narrative and reflective comparison as
well as the expository and reflective comparison (p < .001), with the most public virtue markers
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appearing in the narrative and expository genres (see Figure 4.10). There were no statistically
significant differences between the narrative and expository genres.
There were small effect sizes between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 0.38)
and between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.33). Between USF genres, there were
small effect sizes between the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.41) and narrative and
reflective genres (d = 0.34). These results show that students used public virtue markers at
similar levels between the genres of narrative and expository writing and more often at
statistically significant levels than in the reflective genre. Also, students used these markers more
often at statistically significant levels in the genres of narrative and expository writing than in the
MICUSP corpus.

Figure 4.11. Public Vice Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for public vice markers reveals that
all three genres had differences at statistically significant levels (p < .001). Comparison of the
three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance differences among
the narrative and expository comparison as well as the expository and reflective comparison (p <
.001), with the most public vice markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.11). The
comparison between the narrative and reflective genres revealed a statistically significant
difference as well (p < .01).
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There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 1.09)
and a medium effect size between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 0.75) as well as
between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.72). Between USF genres, there was a
medium effect size between the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.64) and a small effect size
between the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.48). The effect size for the comparison of the
narrative and reflective genres was below the Cohen’s d value for small effect size (d = 0.08).
The results show that all three genres from the research corpus contained less public vice
markers at statistically significant levels than the MICUSP corpus, and the genre of expository
writing contained the least public vice markers at statistically significant levels out of all the USF
genres.

Figure 4.12. Social Responsibility Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP
as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for social responsibility markers
reveals that all three genres had differences at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among the narrative and reflective comparison as well as the expository and
reflective comparison (p < .001). The comparison of the narrative and expository genres
rendered no statistically significant differences. The genres of narrative and expository contained
more social responsibility markers than the MICUSP, but the reflective genres contained less
social responsibility markers than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.12).
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There was a small effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.23),
but the effect sizes for both the expository (d = 0.19) and reflective (d = 0.09) genres were below
the Cohen’s d value for small effect size. Between USF genres, there were small effect sizes
between the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.32) as well as the expository and reflective
genres (d = 0.29). These results show that the genres of narrative and expository used similar
amounts of social responsibility markers but used more social responsibility markers at
statistically significant levels than the MICUSP and reflective genre. Also, the reflective genre
contained less social responsibility markers at statistically significant levels than the MICUSP.
In sum, the results of the analysis of attitudinal stance on all three genres revealed that the
narrative genre contained more of all the targeted stance patterns than any other genre. Students
included more references to their own subjective feelings and values within Project 1 (Narrative),
but there were also many references to these attitudinal stance markers in Project 3 (Reflection)
as well. Project 2 (Expository) performed similarly to the MICUSP corpus in that the levels of
attitudinal stance markers were relatively low throughout. Further discussion of the data and its
implication will be addressed later on in the discussion and implication sections after this
chapter.
4.2.1.3 Interpersonal Stance.
As opposed to epistemic and attitudinal stances, “[i]nterpersonal stancetaking represents
an attempt to unify concepts such as sentiment, politeness, formality, and subjectivity under a
single theoretical framework" (Pavalanathan et al., 2017, p. 885). In short, these patterns describe
and indicate the ways authors write about social relationships within the text. By better
understanding how students navigate and write about social relationships and the values they
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attribute to these relationships, researchers can better understand how authors incorporate
different forms of interpersonal interaction with the audience for rhetorical goals.
4.2.1.3.1 Social Relationships.
Social relationships are a facet of the variable interpersonal stance. Within RAND-Lex,
there is a stance category to identify social relationships, as targeted by the variable model,
within the language category of “interpersonal relationships”, which attempts to capture text that
discusses how we talk about and construct the social world. Although this category has 11
pattern registers, only three of them yielded statistically significant results with large enough
Cohen’s d values to meet the requirement of at least a small effect size (d = 0.2): 1)
acknowledging, which is “[t]he use of words that give public notice of gratitude to persons (e.g.,
I acknowledge your help, thank you). Acknowledgments can also work in contexts that have
nothing to do with gratitude”, 2) social closeness, which is “[t]he use of inclusive words (e.g.,
‘among our,’ ‘as Americans’). Someone feels a sense of social belonging, fellow feeling, or likemindedness and is expressing it”, and 3) social distancing, which is “The use of words that
indicate social distance and negative relations (e.g. condemn, denounce, criticize)”. These three
markers will help give insight into the ways students use interpersonal markers within and across
the three sampled genres. The results of this analysis follow.

Figure 4.13. Acknowledging Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.
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Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for acknowledging markers reveals
that all three USF genres had more acknowledging markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals
statistically significance differences among the narrative and expository comparison as well as
the expository and reflective comparison (p < .001), with the most acknowledging markers
appearing in both the narrative and reflective genres (see Figure 4.13). The comparison between
the narrative and reflective genres revealed no statistically significant differences.
There were medium effect sizes between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.56)
as well as between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 0.55). The comparison of the
MICUSP to the expository genre rendered a Cohen’s d value lower than the required value for
small effect size (d = 0.09). Between USF genres, there were small effect sizes between the
narrative and expository genres (d = 0.47) and the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.47).
The results show that students used acknowledging markers more often at statistically significant
levels in both the narrative and reflective genres than the expository genre or MICUSP, and all
three genres used more acknowledging markers at statistically significant levels than the
MICUSP.

Figure 4.14. Social Closeness Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for social closeness markers reveals
that all three genres had differences at statistically significant levels (p < .001). Comparison of
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the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance differences
among all three genre (p < .001), with the most social closeness markers appearing in the
expository genre (see Figure 4.14).
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 2.21), a
medium effect size between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 0.74), and a small effect
size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.25). Between USF genres, there were
large effect sizes between the narrative and expository genres (d = 2.02) as well as the expository
and reflective genres (d = 1.65). There was a small effect size between the narrative and
reflective genre (d = 0.29). These results show that students used more social closeness markers
at statistically significant levels within all three genres of the research corpus when compared to
the MICUSP corpus. Also, students used more of these markers at statistically significant levels
within the genre of expository writing when compared to all genre and the MICUSP.

Figure 4.15. Social Distancing Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for social distancing markers
reveals that all three genres had differences at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among all three genre (p < .001), with the most social distancing markers appearing
in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.15).
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There was a small effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 0.3),
but the effect sizes of the MICUSP and reflective genre comparison (d = 0.18) and the MICUSP
and narrative genre comparison (d = 0.09) had values lower than the required value for small
effect size according to Cohen’s d. Between USF genres, there were small effect sizes between
the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.41) as well as the narrative and reflective genres (d =
0.29). The effect size between the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.13) was lower than the
required value for small effect size according to Cohen’s d. These results show that students used
more social distancing markers at statistically significant levels within the genre of narrative
writing when compared to the MICUSP corpus; however, the MICUSP used more social
distancing markers at statistically significant levels than the expository and reflective genres.
In sum, the results of the interpersonal stance analysis reveal that there are very few
statistically significant interpersonal stance markers throughout the three genres. The three
patterns that did emerge mostly had lower values (except for social closeness). One interesting
note is that the Project 2 (Expository) documents had significantly more social closeness than
either the MICUSP or the narrative and reflective (see Figure 4.14). More discussion on the
significance of these results will be addressed in the next chapter in order to more fully
understand how students deploy and circulate language use knowledge within academic writing
genres.
4.3 Cultural Patterns
In addition to the linguistic patterns previously identified, this research also identified
cultural patterns visible in the corpus by targeting linguistic patterns within the corpus related to
sociocultural and rhetorical communicative strategies employed by student writers in different
academic genres. As Mislevy and Elliot (2020) noted, “[g]enres are examples of cultural
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patterns— encompassing typical ways people structure writing but intertwined with kinds of
purposes and uses people have in recurring kinds of social situations” (Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p.
149). Cultural patterns—such as genre specific discourse patterns, rhetorical strategies, and
glossary terms—can be identified through analysis of various genres of writing by targeting and
analyzing sociocultural strategies typically employed by student writers within those genres. This
research focused in on three specific cultural patterns of writing knowledge that were identified
within the research corpus: 1) genre knowledge, 2) audience knowledge, and 3) threshold
concept knowledge.
4.3.1 Genre Knowledge
Understanding the conventions of writing genres, especially within academic writing, is
critical to the success of student writers. Without understanding the conventions of the genre
students are asked to write within, students are at a disadvantage. Through practice and
instruction, these conventions can be taught, but how can we shape our pedagogies unless we
have a more fine-grained understanding of the cultural patterns that shape genre conventions?
Aull (2020) posited that “[w]e can think of school genres as examples . . . that enact and
maintain discourses and behaviors, socializing students into producing not only particular texts,
but also ways of being” (p. 16). In order to understand student genre knowledge as it relates to
writing, this research analyzes and highlights the genre-specific discourse patterns that appear
within and across the sampled corpus.
4.3.1.1 Genre-Specific Discourse Patterns.
To accomplish this analysis, this research once again used the stance module within
RAND-Lex to identify automatically coded patterns that were purposively chosen as well as look
for trends within the analysis that are genre specific. The genre-specific behaviors that Aull
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(2020) discusses inspired the targets of this research; therefore, the corpus was divided into three
different corpora signifying three different scholarly genres: 1) narrative, 2) expository, and 3)
reflection, as noted earlier. These genre-specific corpora were compared to each other as well as
to a MICUSP corpus to isolate and highlight genre-specific discourse patterns and better
understand student genre knowledge and how it circulates across academic genres. The results of
this genre-specific discourse pattern analysis follow and can also be verified in Tables 4.3 and
4.4 (below).

Table 4.3. Comparison of Means Results of the Variable Genre-Specific Discourse Patterns
within RAND-Lex: Genre Comparisons to MICUSP.
Variable

RAND-Lex Target

Narrative

Aside
Biographical Time
Narrative Verbs
Scene Shift
Looking Back
Time Duration
Time Shift
Subjective Time
Specifiers
Authority Sources
Looking Ahead
Abstract Concepts
Personal Roles
Definition
Reporting States
Question
Request
You Reference
Your Attention
Communicator Role
Linguistic References
Metadiscourse
Motion
Orality
Imperatives
Comparison
Example
Reporting Events
Substitution
Predicting the Future

Expository

Reflective

MICUSP and Narrative
Q
d
8.13 ***
0.14
64.24 *** 1.07 †††
64.05 *** 1.07 †††
62.57 *** 1.05 †††
96.16 *** 1.61 †††
74.11 *** 1.24 †††
55.28 *** 0.92 †††
57.21 *** 0.96 †††
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

MICUSP and Expository
Q
d
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
83.42 ***
1.4 †††
21.78 ***
0.37 †
92.61 ***
1.56 †††
14.16 ***
0.24 †
20.43 ***
0.34 †
29.85 ***
0.5 ††
96.07 ***
1.61 †††
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect size. †† medium effect size. ††† large effect size.
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MICUSP and Reflective
Q
d
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
32.88 ***
0.58 ††
23.41 ***
0.4 †
45.71 ***
0.78 ††
48.39 ***
0.83 †††
71.4 ***
1.22 †††
61.44 ***
1.05 †††
31.44 ***
0.54 ††
49.06 ***
0.84 †††
41.18 ***
0.7 ††
18.45 ***
0.31 †
52.27 ***
0.95 †††
55.57 ***
0.95 †††
125.9 ***
2.15 †††
39 ***
0.67 ††
8.93 ***
0.15

Table 4.3 shows the results for the comparison of means analysis for genre-specific
discourse patterns across the three USF genres compared to the MICUSP. For each genre,
granular patterns existed that were different than the MICUSP in statistically significant ways.
These assemblages of genre-specific discourse patterns highlight the many differences between
each genre and MICUSP, revealing student genre knowledge and the differing ways it
(re)circulates when compared to upper-division student writing. The genre of narrative writing
had particularly large effects sizes for all targeted patterns, except for asides, and many of these
patterns had temporal aspects to them, such as biographical time, looking back, time duration,
time shift, and subjective time. The genre of expository writing revealed a variety of patterns.
Some of the largest effect sizes were from specifier, looking ahead, and reporting states markers.
Lastly, the genre of reflective writing revealed the most patterns. Many of these patterns focused
on interactions with the audience (such as second-person reference and attention as well as
communicator role) or reflection of communication (such as metadiscourse and linguistic
reference), revealing granular patterns that highlight the reflective nature of the genre.
Table 4.4 shows the results for the comparison of means analysis for genre-specific
discourse patterns across the three USF genres. For each genre, granular patterns existed that
were different across genres in statistically significant ways. These assemblages of genre-specific
discourse patterns highlight the many differences between each genre, revealing student genre
knowledge and the differing ways it (re)circulates when compared to each collected USF genre.
Other than aside markers, the narrative genre is very distinct from the expository and reflective
genres. There is a lot of variation between the three genres in terms of the targeted narrative
markers, revealing statistically significant differences (p < .001) across all targeted markers and
genres with many large effect sizes. Comparison of the expository genre to the narrative and
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Table 4.4. Comparison of Means Results of the Variable Genre-Specific Discourse Patterns
within RAND-Lex: Genre Comparisons.
Variable

RAND-Lex Target

Narrative

Aside
Biographical Time
Narrative Verbs
Scene Shift
Looking Back
Time Duration
Time Shift
Subjective Time
Specifiers
Authority Sources
Looking Ahead
Abstract Concepts
Personal Roles
Definition
Reporting States
Question
Request
You Reference
Your Attention
Communicator Role
Linguistic References
Metadiscourse
Motion
Orality
Imperatives
Comparison
Example
Reporting Events
Substitution
Predicting the Future

Expository

Reflective

Narrative and Expository
Q
d
8.34 ***
0.16
62.57 ***
1.22 †††
69.56 ***
1.36 †††
48.37 ***
0.94 †††
118.15 *** 2.3 †††
71.38 ***
1.39 †††
59.96 ***
1.17 †††
53.02 ***
1.03 †††
95.83 ***
1.87 †††
84.61 ***
1.65 †††
47.7 ***
0.93 †††
139.39 *** 2.72 †††
34.37 ***
0.67 ††
42.6 ***
0.83 †††
107.08 *** 2.09 †††
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—

Narrative and Reflective
Q
d
3.45 *
0.07
54.98 *** 1.1 †††
55.96 *** 1.11 †††
38.75 *** 0.77 ††
84.01 *** 1.67 †††
74.34 *** 1.48 †††
56.27 *** 1.12 †††
46.22 *** 0.92 †††
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
19.05 *** 0.38 †
13.73 *** 0.27 †
24.9 ***
0.5 ††
22.48 *** 0.45 †
64.63 *** 1.29 †††
54.64 *** 1.09 †††
37.01 *** 0.74 ††
29.4 ***
0.59 ††
26.04 *** 0.52 ††
23.82 *** 0.47 †
47.83 *** 0.95 †††
69.2 ***
1.38 †††
59.06 *** 1.18 †††
37.06 *** 0.74 ††
30.56 *** 0.61 ††

Expository and Reflective
Q
d
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
—
31.51 ***
0.63 ††
60.57 ***
1.22 †††
40.56 ***
0.81 †††
54.46 ***
1.09 †††
21.15 ***
0.42 †
23.74 ***
0.48 †
14.53 ***
0.29 †
24.57 ***
0.49 †
13.95 ***
0.28 †
27.77 ***
0.56 ††
23.81 ***
0.48 †
67.82 ***
1.36 †††
81.88 ***
1.64 †††
18.23 ***
0.37 †
32 ***
0.64 ††
35.78 ***
0.72 ††
19.88 ***
0.4 †
56.11 ***
1.13 †††
19.82 ***
0.4 †
13.11 ***
0.26 †
42.67 ***
0.86 †††
5.38 ***
0.11

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect size. †† medium effect size. ††† large effect size.

reflective genres in terms of targeted markers reveals statistically significant differences (p <
.001) across all markers with many large effect sizes when compared to the narrative genre.
There were both large and small effect sizes when compared to the reflective genre. Lastly, the
reflective genre, when compared to the narrative and expository genres, again shows statistically
significant differences (p < .001) across all markers with a variety of effect sizes. These analyses
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show there are very specific granular patterns that differentiate one genre from another. The
statistically significant differences of genre-specific discourse patterns identified within this
analysis can help to inform the pedagogical application of genre-specific tasks within the
localized classroom, giving educators and administrators alike a better understanding of what
each task is eliciting from students. The results of these analyses will be further expounded upon
in the following sections.
4.3.1.1.1 Narrative.
This research purposively identified targets for this analysis by identifying patterns
RAND-Lex labeled as “narrative”, defined simply as containing narrative. This category had
three different patterns that it identified and are targeted in this analysis: 1) asides, which are
“[t]he use of words indicating a side comment or return from one (e.g., by the way, anyway)”; 2)
biographical time, which is “[t]he use of words marking milestones in a person's life (e.g., in her
youth, she would never again). Time intervals that reflect back upon a whole life lived.
Commonly used by the omniscient narrator in fiction and by the writer of obituaries”; and 3)
narrative verbs, which are “The use of past -ed verbs indicating the action of a story (e.g., came,
saw, conquered)”. These three patterns were automatically coded by the tool, but to get a
stronger understanding of the narrative genre, I also identified patterns within RAND-Lex that
appeared significantly more frequently in the corpus of narrative documents. Five additional
patterns were identified by this method: 4) scene shift, which is “[t]he use of words indicating
shifts in spatial location, typically indicated by entering or leaving human-made and
geographically defined enclosures (e.g., left the room, went outdoors)”, 5) looking back, which is
“[t]he use of words indicating a mental leap to the past (e.g., used to, have been, had always
wanted, would have liked to), 6) time duration, which is “[t]he use of words indicating temporal
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intervals (e.g., for two years, over the last month)”, 7) time shift, which is “[t]he use of words
indicating time shifts (e.g., next week, next month)”, and 8) subjective time, which is “[t]he use
of words indicating experiencing time from the inside (e.g., seems like only yesterday)”. This
makes the total of narrative patterns targeted eight. Because this analysis was guided by
understanding dominant patterns identified by the tool for the genre of narrative, comparison of
means analyses were only conducted with the narrative student writing corpus against the
expository and reflective genre corpora, and what follows will highlight the results from this
analysis. The results of this analysis are listed below.

Figure 4.16. Aside Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for aside markers reveals that the
MICUSP used more aside markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the narrative
genre (see Figure 4.16). When compared to the expository genre, aside markers appeared less at
statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the narrative genre. When compared to the
reflective genre, aside markers also appeared less at statistically significant levels (p < .05).
The effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.14) was less than the
required value for small effect size according to Cohen’s d. Between USF genres, the
comparison of the expository (d = 0.16) and reflective (d = 0.07) genres to the narrative genre
yielded Cohen’s d values less than required for a small effect size. These results show that
students used more aside markers at statistically significant levels in the MICUSP when
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compared to the narrative genre. Also, the narrative genre used less aside markers at statistically
significant levels than the expository and reflective genres.

Figure 4.17. Biographical Time Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for biographical time markers reveals
that the narrative genre used more biographical markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.17). When compared to the expository and reflective
genres, biographical time markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
within the narrative genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.07) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.22) and reflective (d = 1.1) genres
to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that biographical time
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for narrative verb markers reveals that
the narrative genre used more narrative verb markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.18). When compared to the expository and reflective genres,
narrative verb markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
narrative genre.
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Figure 4.18. Narrative Verb Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

There was a large effect size (d = 1.07) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.36) and reflective (d = 1.11)
genres to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that narrative verb
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.19. Scene Shift Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for scene shift markers reveals that the
narrative genre used more scene shift markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
MICUSP (see Figure 4.19). When compared to the expository and reflective genres, scene shift
markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the narrative
genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.05) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.94) and reflective (d = 0.77)
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genres to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that scene shift
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.20. Looking Back Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
MICUSP.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for looking back markers reveals that
the narrative genre used more looking back markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.20). When compared to the expository and reflective genres,
looking back markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
narrative genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.61) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 2.3) and reflective (d = 1.67) genres
to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that looking back markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.21. Time Duration Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.
118

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for time duration markers reveals that
the narrative genre used more time duration markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.21). When compared to the expository and reflective genres,
time duration markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
narrative genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.24) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the reflective (d = 1.48) and expository (d = 1.39)
genres to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that time duration
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.22. Time Shift Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
MICUSP.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for time shift markers reveals that the
narrative genre used more time shift markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
MICUSP (see Figure 4.22). When compared to the expository and reflective genres, time shift
markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the narrative
genre.
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There was a large effect size (d = 0.92) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.17) and reflective (d = 1.12)
genres to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that time shift markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.23. Subjective Time Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
MICUSP.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the narrative genre for subjective time markers reveals
that the narrative genre used more subjective time markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.23). When compared to the expository and reflective
genres, subjective time markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
within the narrative genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 0.96) between the narrative genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.03) and reflective (d = 0.92)
genres to the narrative genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that subjective time
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the narrative genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
In sum, the results of the narrative genre-specific discourse patterns analysis reveal that
identifiable narrative writing patterns often concern temporal aspects of student writing. There
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were many large effect sizes as well within the narrative genre when compared to the MICUSP,
displaying that the targeted markers were much more apparent in narrative genre. When
compared to the other USF genres, there were also many large effect sizes, again showing the
use of the targeted markers are more apparent in the narrative genre.
4.3.1.1.2 Expository.
Genre-specific discourse patterns were also purposefully chosen for the expository genre
of student writing by targeting patterns identified by RAND-Lex’s stance module that appeared
more often in the expository genre than in the narrative or reflective genres that were statistically
significant and seemed pertinent to the research goals. Due to the lack of a definitive category for
expository writing, I looked to the constructed response task (see Appendix B; see section B.2) to
better understand the nature of the assignment and choose targeted patterns. In RAND-Lex, I
identified seven patterns that appeared more with expository writing: 1) specifiers, which are
“[t]he use of words indicating more specific or more restricted information is to come (e.g., ‘in
particular,’ ‘more specifically’)”, 2) authority sources, which are “[t]he use of words making
direct reference to public or institutional authorities, already familiar and respected in the culture
(e.g., ‘the government’, ‘a grand jury’, ‘depth of knowledge’, ‘the courts’)”, 3) looking ahead,
which refers to “[t]he use of words indicating the future (e.g., in order to, look forward to, will be
in New York). 4) abstract concepts, which are “[t]he use of words indicating abstract concepts
(e.g., metaphysics), a category including a very large set of Latin (tion, sion, ment, ogy) or Greek
(logy) suffixes and other patterns indicating abstract general concepts, like sociological or
anthropological”, 5) personal roles, which are “[t]he use of words referencing a person's identity
or roles (e.g., airman, zookeeper, patriot)”, 6) definition, which are “[t]he use of words indicating
definitions (e.g., is defined as, the meaning of the term)”, and 7) reporting states, which are
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“[t]he use of verbs of "is" "are" and "be" to report constant states of information, along with
many other varieties of verbs used to report states of affairs (e.g., is carried by, is housed in)”.
The results of the analysis of these markers within the expository genre are listed below.

Figure 4.24. Specifier Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for specifier markers reveals that the
expository genre used more specifier markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
MICUSP (see Figure 4.24). When compared to the narrative and reflective genres, specifier
markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the expository
genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.4) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison to the narrative genre rendered a large effect size (d =
1.87) while the comparison to the reflective genre rendered a medium effect size (d = 0.63). The
results show that specifier markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the
expository genre when compared to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for authority source markers reveals
that the MICUSP used more authority source markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the expository genre (see Figure 4.25). When compared to the narrative and reflective
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Figure 4.25. Authority Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

genres, authority source markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
within the expository genre.
There was a small effect size (d = 0.37) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative (d = 1.65) and reflective (d = 1.22) genres
to the expository genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that authority source
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the MICUSP than the expository
genre, but authority source markers appeared more at statistically significant rates within the
expository genre when compared to all other USF genres.

Figure 4.26. Looking Ahead Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for looking ahead markers reveals
that the expository genre used more looking ahead markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.26). When compared to the narrative and reflective genres,
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looking ahead markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
expository genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.56) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative (d = 0.93) and reflective (d = 0.81) genres
to the expository genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that looking ahead markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the expository genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.27. Abstract Concepts Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for abstract concept markers reveals
that the MICUSP used more abstract concept markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the expository genre (see Figure 4.27). When compared to the narrative and reflective
genres, abstract concept markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
within the expository genre.
There was a small effect size (d = 0.24) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative (d = 2.72) and reflective (d = 1.09) genres
to the expository genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that abstract concept
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the MICUSP than the expository
genre, but abstract concept markers appeared more at statistically significant rates within the
expository genre when compared to all other USF genres.
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Figure 4.28. Personal Roles Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for personal role markers reveals
that the MICUSP used more personal role markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the expository genre (see Figure 4.28). When compared to the narrative and reflective
genres, personal role markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within
the expository genre.
There was a small effect size (d = 0.34) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative genre to the expository genre rendered a
medium effect size (d = 0.67) while the comparison of the reflective genre to the expository
genre rendered a small effect size (d = 0.42). The results show that personal role markers appear
more at statistically significant rates within the MICUSP than the expository genre, but personal
role markers appeared more at statistically significant rates within the expository genre when
compared to all other USF genres.

Figure 4.29. Definition Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.
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Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for definition markers reveals that
the expository genre used more definition markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.29). When compared to the narrative and reflective genres,
definition markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
expository genre.
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.5) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative genre to the expository genre rendered a
large effect size (d = 0.83) while the comparison of the reflective genre to the expository genre
rendered a small effect size (d = 0.81). The results show that definition markers appear more at
statistically significant rates within the expository genre when compared to the MICUSP as well
as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.30. Reporting States Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the expository genre for reporting states markers reveals
that the expository genre used more reporting states markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.30). When compared to the narrative and reflective genres,
reporting states markers also appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
expository genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.61) between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative genre to the expository genre rendered a
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large effect size (d = 2.09) while the comparison of the reflective genre to the expository genre
rendered a small effect size (d = 0.29). The results show that reporting states markers appear
more at statistically significant rates within the expository genre when compared to the MICUSP
as well as all other USF genres.
In sum, the identified patterns that are present more often in expository writing than in
the genres of narrative or reflective writing reveal that there is not one category in RAND-Lex
that could be used to target and isolate expository genre patterns like there existed for narrative
patterns. There were many large effect sizes for the targeted markers when compared to the
MICUSP, revealing the presence of these patterns at statistically significant levels within student
expository writing. When compared to the other USF genres, there were large differences
between the expository and narrative genres. There were also noticeable differences between the
expository and reflective genre, although not as stark as the expository and narrative comparison.
This analysis revealed that there are distinct cultural patterns within student writing that tend to
appear more frequently in the expository genre than in genres of narrative and reflection
4.3.1.1.3 Reflective.
Genre-specific discourse patterns were also purposefully chosen for the reflective genre
of student writing by targeting patterns identified by RAND-Lex’s stance module that appeared
more often in the reflective genre than in the narrative or expository genres that were statistically
significant and seemed pertinent to the research goals. Due to the lack of a definitive category for
reflective writing, I looked to the constructed response task (see Appendix B; see section B.3) to
better understand the nature of the assignment and chose targeted patterns. In RAND-Lex, I
identified fifteen patterns that appeared more within reflective writing, including one cluster of
four patterns that appear in the category interactions, which means that “there is interaction
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between author and reader”, such as with 1) question, which is “[t]he use of questions”, 2)
request, which is “[t]he use of words that make requests (e.g., ‘ask for,’ ‘please do not’)”, 3) you
reference (referred to as second-person reference from here on out), which is “[t]he use of words
referencing a second person ‘you’ (you see it's good)”, and 4) your attention (referred to as
second-person attention from here on out), which is “[t]he use of words summoning the attention
of a second person ‘you’ (e.g., see hear you)”. This cluster seems to identify a recurring pattern
and will therefore be explored first. Aside from the appearance of interaction category patterns in
the reflective genre, I also identified eleven other patterns that appeared in RAND-Lex more
frequently within the genre of reflective writing than in the genres of narrative or expository
writing. These eleven patterns are: 5) communicator role, which is “[t]he use of words
referencing a formal communication situation (e.g.. ‘speaker’ ‘listener’ ‘audience’)”, 6) linguistic
references, which is “[t]he use of words referencing language objects (e.g., noun, verb, adjective,
play, novel, poem, prose)”, 7) metadiscourse, which is “[t]he use of language indicating linear
navigational guides through the stream of language (e.g., to clarify, just to be brief, this paper
will argue, my purpose is)”, 8) motion, which is “[t]he use of words indicating motion (e.g., run,
skip, jump)”, 9) orality, which are “[o]ral cues: ‘right’, ‘ you know’, ‘I see what you mean’”, 10)
imperatives, which is “[t]he use of imperative verbs (e.g., Come to, Stop what you are doing)”,
11) comparison, which is “[t]he use of words indicating conceptual similarity and difference, like
‘more’ or ‘fewer’”, 12) example, which is “[t]he use of words indicating an example (e.g., ‘for
example’)”, 13) reporting events, which is “[t]he use of words, especially verbs of reporting, that
report event information (e.g., established, instituted, influenced)”, 14) substitution, which is
“[t]he use of words indicating substitution (e.g., goes in to replace)”, and finally 15) predicting
the future, which is “[t]he use of words predicting the future more confidently than the regular
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future orientation, which often leaves the future uncertain or contingent”. The results of these
fifteen total patterns are listed below as well as in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 (above).

Figure 4.31. Question Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for question markers reveals that the
reflective genre used more question markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
MICUSP (see Figure 4.31). When compared to the narrative and expository genres, question
markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.58) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.49) and narrative (d = 0.38) genres
to the reflective genre rendered small effect sizes. The results show that question markers appear
more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the MICUSP
as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.32. Request Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for request markers reveals that the
reflective genre used more request markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
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MICUSP (see Figure 4.32). When compared to the narrative and expository genres, request
markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a small effect size (d = 0.4) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.28) and narrative (d = 0.27) genres
to the reflective genre rendered small effect sizes. The results show that request markers appear
more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the MICUSP
as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.33. Second-person reference Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using
MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for second-person reference markers
reveals that the reflective genre used more second-person reference markers at statistically
significant levels (p < .001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.33). When compared to the narrative
and expository genres, second-person reference markers appeared more at statistically significant
levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.78) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.56) and narrative (d = 0.5) genres
to the reflective genre rendered medium effect sizes. The results show that second-person
reference markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when
compared to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
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Figure 4.34. Second-person attention Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using
MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for second-person attention markers
reveals that the reflective genre used more second-person attention markers at statistically
significant levels (p < .001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.34). When compared to the narrative
and expository genres, second-person attention markers appeared more at statistically significant
levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 0.83) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.48) and narrative (d = 0.45) genres
to the reflective genre rendered small effect sizes. The results show that second-person attention
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.35. Communicator Role Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as
a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for communicator role markers
reveals that the reflective genre used more communicator role markers at statistically significant
levels (p < .001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.35). When compared to the narrative and
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expository genres, communicator role markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p
< .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.22) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.36) and narrative (d = 1.29) genres
to the reflective genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that communicator role
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.36. Linguistic Reference Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as
a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for linguistic reference markers
reveals that the reflective genre used more linguistic reference markers at statistically significant
levels (p < .001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.36). When compared to the narrative and
expository genres, linguistic reference markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p
< .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 1.05) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.64) and narrative (d = 1.09) genres
to the reflective genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that linguistic reference
markers appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared
to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
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Figure 4.37. Metadiscourse Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for metadiscourse markers reveals
that the reflective genre used more metadiscourse markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.37). When compared to the narrative and expository
genres, metadiscourse markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within
the reflective genre.
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.54) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative genre to the reflective genre rendered a
medium effect size (d = 0.74) while the comparison of the expository genre to the reflective
genre rendered a small effect size (d = 0.37). The results show that metadiscourse markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.38. Motion Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for motion markers reveals that the
reflective genre used more motion markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
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MICUSP (see Figure 4.38). When compared to the narrative and expository genres, motion
markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 0.84) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.64) and narrative (d = 0.59) genres
to the reflective genre rendered medium effect sizes. The results show that motion markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.39. Orality Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for orality markers reveals that the
reflective genre used more orality markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
MICUSP (see Figure 4.39). When compared to the narrative and expository genres, orality
markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.7) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 0.72) and narrative (d = 0.52) genres
to the reflective genre rendered medium effect sizes. The results show that orality markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
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Figure 4.40. Imperative Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for imperative markers reveals that
the reflective genre used more imperative markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.40). When compared to the narrative and expository genres,
imperative markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
reflective genre.
There was a small effect size (d = 0.31) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative (d = 0.47) and expository (d = 0.4) genres
to the reflective genre rendered small effect sizes. The results show that imperative markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.41. Comparison Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for comparison markers reveals that
the reflective genre used more comparison markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001)
than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.41). When compared to the narrative and expository genres,
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comparison markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the
reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 0.95) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the expository (d = 1.13) and narrative (d = 0.95) genres
to the reflective genre rendered large effect sizes. The results show that comparison markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.42. Example Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for example markers reveals that the
reflective genre used more example markers at statistically significant levels (p < .001) than the
MICUSP (see Figure 4.42). When compared to the narrative and expository genres, example
markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 0.95) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative genre to the reflective genre rendered a
large effect size (d = 1.38) while the comparison of the expository genre to the reflective genre
rendered a small effect size (d = 0.4). The results show that example markers appear more at
statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the MICUSP as well
as all other USF genres.
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Figure 4.43. Reporting Event Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for reporting event markers reveals
that the reflective genre used more reporting event markers at statistically significant levels (p <
.001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.43). When compared to the narrative and expository
genres, reporting event markers appeared more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within
the reflective genre.
There was a large effect size (d = 2.15) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative genre to the reflective genre rendered a
large effect size (d = 1.18) while the comparison of the expository genre to the reflective genre
rendered a small effect size (d = 0.26). The results show that reporting event markers appear
more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the MICUSP
as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.44. Substitution Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

When compared to the narrative and expository genres, substitution markers appeared
more at statistically significant levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre. There was a medium
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effect size (d = 0.67) between the reflective genre and the MICUSP. Between USF genres, the
comparison of the expository genre to the reflective genre rendered a large effect size (d = 0.86)
while the comparison of the narrative genre to the reflective genre rendered a medium effect size
(d = 0.74). The results show that substitution markers appear more at statistically significant rates
within the reflective genre when compared to the MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.

Figure 4.45. Predicting the Future Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as
a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the reflective genre for predicting the future markers
reveals that the reflective genre used more predicting the future markers at statistically
significant levels (p < .001) than the MICUSP (see Figure 4.45). When compared to the narrative
and expository genres, predicting the future markers appeared more at statistically significant
levels (p < .001) within the reflective genre.
The effect size of the comparison between the reflective genre and the MICUSP was
below the minimal small effect size value for Cohen’s d. There was a medium effect size (d =
0.61) between the narrative genre and the reflective genre; however, the comparison between the
expository genre and the reflective genre rendered a value below the minimum requirement for a
small effect size according to Cohen’s d. The results show that predicting the future markers
appear more at statistically significant rates within the reflective genre when compared to the
MICUSP as well as all other USF genres.
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In sum, the results of the reflective genre analysis show that the markers represented
within the category of “interactions” appear at statistically significant levels within the reflective
genre when compared to the MICUSP as well as the genres of narrative and expository student
writing. When compared to the MICUSP, there are many targeted patterns that have statistically
significant differences and large effect sizes. Furthermore, there are rhetorical markers identified
that also appear significantly more often in the reflective genre than the narrative or expository
genres, revealing patterns within the corpus that make the reflective genre distinct from other
genres within the curriculum. These results will be discussed further in the next chapter. All of
the genre-specific discourse patterns markers identified within this research help to illuminate the
ways that students use and circulate genre knowledge within academic writing genres.
4.3.2 Audience Knowledge
Understanding the rhetorical interactions of any writing situation is essential to learning
to write effectively. The "WPA Outcomes Statement" (2008) stated that “[b]y the end of first
year composition, students should . . . [r]espond to the needs of different audiences [and]
[r]espond appropriately to different kinds of rhetorical situations”. ENC 1101, influenced in part
by this statement, sought to teach students knowledge about rhetorical situations, including
knowledge about how to reach and affect a targeted audience. Audience knowledge, then, was an
integral piece of the sampled curriculum. To identify student audience knowledge and the way
that it circulates across genres, this research identified rhetorical strategies within student writing
in order to better understand how students deployed targeted strategies throughout the corpus.
4.3.2.1 Rhetorical Strategies.
This analysis used RAND-Lex’s stance module to identify and target rhetorical strategies
used by students throughout the sampled corpus to affect an audience. To do so, I purposefully
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identified three categories of interest: 1) evidence use, 2) emotion, and 3) reasoning. Similar to
rhetorical theory’s canonized appeals, these targets were chosen due to the potential affects they
can have on audiences. Evidence use, for example, can increase a writer’s credibility with their
intended audience; using emotion markers within writing can also affect the audience’s emotions
and feelings toward a topic; and using reasoning within writing establishes logic that undergirds
and author’s purpose. By targeting these three rhetorical strategies within the corpus, this
research seeks to better understand the knowledge that students have about their audience and the
variety of markers that writers use to affect these audience in order to achieve a given purpose.
These targeted features will be identified and compared across all genres and the MICUSP
corpus to better understand how students circulate audience knowledge across academic genres.
The results of this rhetorical strategies analysis follow and can also be verified in Tables 4.5 and
4.6 (below).
Table 4.5 shows the results of comparison of means analyses of rhetorical strategies
targeted within the collected USF corpus genres. These three genres were compared to the
MICUSP to make visible student audience knowledge and the differing ways it (re)circulates
when compared to upper-division student writing. These assemblages of student audience
knowledge, such as evidence use, emotion, and reasoning, allow for a more granular analysis of
the differences between upper-division and first-year writers. This analysis of the three genres
when compared to the MICUSP revealed targeted patterns of statistical significance; however,
many of the effect sizes were too small to be considered even a small effect. Interestingly, one
targeted pattern (citing source markers) appeared with at least a medium effect across genres. For
the narrative genre, general positivity and concessions markers both high large effect sizes.
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Table 4.5. Comparison of Means Results for the Variable Rhetorical Strategies within RANDLex: Genre Comparisons to MICUSP.
Variable

RAND-Lex Target

MICUSP and Narrative
MICUSP and Expository
Q
d
Q
d
Evidence
Attacking Sources
7.08 ***
0.12
8.12 ***
0.14
Use
Authoritative Source
10.07 ***
0.17
nss
nss
Citing Precedent
11.58 ***
0.19
16.42 ***
0.28 †
Citing Sources
58.46 ***
0.98 †††
39.88 ***
0.67 ††
Contested Source
21.84 ***
0.37 †
23.68 ***
0.4 †
Countering Sources
9.13 ***
0.15
4.87 **
0.08
Quotation
3.81 *
0.06
9.2 ***
0.15
Speculative Sources
3.97 *
0.07
3.95 *
0.07
Undermining Sources
12.77 ***
0.21 †
13.96 ***
0.23 †
Emotion
Anger
10.07 ***
0.17
11.31 ***
0.19
Apology
nss
nss
3.49 *
0.06
Fear
9.58 ***
0.16
25.56 ***
0.43 †
General Negativity
nss
nss
66***
1.11 †††
General Positivity
94.05 ***
1.57 †††
42.59 ***
0.72 ††
Reluctance
20.86 ***
0.35 †
nss
nss
Sadness
14.09 ***
0.24 †
13.76 ***
0.23 †
Reasoning
Concessions
48.81 ***
0.82 †††
15.85 ***
0.27 †
Contingency
nss
nss
6.99 ***
0.12
Denial
11.36 ***
0.19
31.37 ***
0.53 ††
Direct Reasoning
11.55 ***
0.19
15.18 ***
0.26 †
Reason Forward
4.03 *
0.07
5.44 ***
0.09
Reason Backward
12.2 ***
0.2 †
nss
nss
Resistance
nss
nss
45.65 ***
0.77 ††
Supporting Reasoning
21.13 ***
0.35 †
19.7 ***
0.33 †
Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.

MICUSP and Reflective
Q
d
8.22 ***
0.14
4.54 **
0.08
20.11 ***
0.34 †
35.31 ***
0.6 ††
22.88 ***
0.39 †
17.42 ***
0.3 †
nss
nss
3.89 *
0.07
14.03 ***
0.24 †
nss
nss
8.31 ***
0.14
7.89 ***
0.13
47.4 ***
0.81 †††
42.6 ***
0.73 ††
nss
nss
9.68 ***
0.17
12.65 ***
0.22 †
30.76 ***
0.53 ††
5.37 ***
0.09
7.91 ***
0.14
17.26 ***
0.29 †
43.17 ***
0.74 ††
34.33 ***
0.59 ††
4.68 **
0.08

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect size. †† medium effect size. ††† large effect size.

General negativity was the only target patter that had a large effect size within the expository
genre, but there were also many medium effect sizes, such as general positivity, denial, and
resistance. Lastly, the targeted markers within the reflective genre similarly had only the marker
of general negativity as a large effect size, but had many medium effect sizes, such as general
positivity, contingency, reason backwards, and resistance.
Table 4.6 shows the results of comparison of means analyses of rhetorical strategies
targeted within the collected USF corpus genres. These three genres were compared to each
other to make visible student audience knowledge and the differing ways it (re)circulates when
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Table 4.6. Comparison of Means Results for the Variable Rhetorical Strategies within RANDLex: Genre Comparisons.
Variable

RAND-Lex Target

Narrative and Expository Narrative and Reflective
Q
d
Q
d
Evidence
Attacking Sources
nss
nss
nss
nss
Use
Authoritative Source
7.78 ***
0.15
11.72 *** 0.23 †
Citing Precedent
nss
nss
6.37 ***
0.13
Citing Sources
30.47 ***
0.59 ††
30.5 ***
0.61 ††
Contested Source
nss
nss
nss
nss
Countering Sources
10.02 ***
0.2 †
19.35 *** 0.39 †
Quotation
10.91 ***
0.21 †
4.87 **
0.1
Speculative Sources
nss
nss
nss
nss
Undermining Sources
nss
nss
nss
nss
Emotion
Anger
17.65 ***
0.34 †
6.49 ***
0.13
Apology
3.7 *
0.07
6.67 ***
0.13
Fear
28.45 ***
0.56 ††
14.58 *** 0.29 †
General Negativity
69.41 ***
1.35 †††
47.58 *** 0.95 †††
General Positivity
48.13 ***
0.94 †††
47.33 *** 0.94 †††
Reluctance
18.49 ***
0.36 †
16.98 *** 0.34 †
Sadness
20.89 ***
0.41 †
18.19 *** 0.36 †
Reasoning
Concessions
57.5 ***
1.12 †††
31.22 *** 0.62 ††
Contingency
9.32 ***
0.18
32 ***
0.64 ††
Denial
40.06 ***
0.78 ††
5.09 ***
0.1
Direct Reasoning
4.02 *
0.08
3.35 *
0.07
Reason Forward
7.73 ***
0.15
10.52 *** 0.21 †
Reason Backward
10.22 ***
0.2 †
26.93 *** 0.54 ††
Resistance
39.7 ***
0.77 ††
29.52 *** 0.59 ††
Supporting Reasoning
nss
nss
11.95 *** 0.24 †
Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.

Expository and Reflective
Q
d
nss
nss
4.74 **
0.1
3.93 *
0.08
3.97 *
0.08
nss
nss
10.7 ***
0.21 †
5.9 ***
0.12
nss
nss
nss
nss
12.61 ***
0.25 †
8.26 ***
0.17
16.05 ***
0.32 †
18.07 ***
0.36 †
nss
nss
nss
nss
3.57 *
0.07
25.24 ***
0.51 ††
23.2 ***
0.47 †
33.01 ***
0.66 ††
7.11 ***
0.14
18.97 ***
0.38 †
36.3 ***
0.73 ††
9.09 ***
0.18
10.78 ***
0.22 †

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect size. †† medium effect size. ††† large effect size.

compared to other academic genres. These assemblages of student audience knowledge, such as
evidence use, emotion, and reasoning, allow for a more granular analysis of the differences
between each genre that first-writers participated in within the localized curriculum. This
analysis of the three genres revealed the lack of statistical significance for a variety of targeted
features within the evidence use category, such as attacking sources, citing precedent, contested
source, speculative sources, and undermining sources. The analysis of student evidence use
yielded few effect sizes across the genres. The citing sources marker did, however, render
medium effects within the analyses of the narrative and expository genres as well as the narrative
and reflective genres. There were statistically significant differences (p < .05) when comparing
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the expository and reflective genres for citing source markers, though. Within the emotion
category, the analysis revealed many statistically significant differences for the fear, general
negativity, and general positivity, with high effect sizes for the latter two markers when
comparing the narrative genre to the expository and reflective genres. Lastly, the reasoning
category analysis revealed one statistically significant difference across all three genres with at
least medium effect sizes: concession markers. Reason backwards markers also rendered effect
sizes across all three genres, though there was only a small effect between the narrative and
expository genres. The results of these analyses showed many statistically significant differences
across the genres both when compared to the MICUSP as well as compared to each other and
display the different strategies used within each genre to reach their targeted audience. These
rhetorical strategy patterns can help to reveal the various exigencies within each genre that firstyear writers encounter within the localized curricula, leading to better pedagogical understanding
and facilitation of rhetorical strategies within the classroom. The results of these analyses will be
further expounded on in the following sections.
4.3.2.1.1 Evidence Use.
This research purposively identified nine targets for this analysis by identifying patterns
RAND-Lex labeled as “academic language”. This category is in a sense a misnomer, as roughly
half of the patterns that RAND-Lex targets within the cluster deal with the use of sources. The
nine targets for this analysis are: 1) “attacking sources”, defined as “[a] citation attacking a
previous source”, 2) “authoritative source”, defines as “[a] citation of a source presented as
knowledgeable or authoritative”, 3) “citing precedent”, defined as “[t]he use of words
referencing a chain of historical decisions to which you can link your own ideas (e.g., has long
been; has a long history)”, 4)”citing sources”, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating external
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sources (e.g., according to, to cite, to quote from the words of, some have argued that)”, 5)
“contested sources”, defined as “[a] citation of a source in a debate”, 6) “countering sources”,
defined as “[a] citation used to counter a previous statement”, 7) “quotation”, defined as “[t]he
use of quotations. As Shakespeare wrote: “All's well that ends well.’”, 8) “speculative source”,
defined as “[a] citation of a source that is guessing”, and 9) “undermining sources”, defines as
“[a] citation that hints at a biased or deficient source (e.g. ‘alleges to’)”. As displayed by the
definition of these markers, this analysis will focus on not only the use of sources within the
research corpus and across the three genres, but also the purposes associated with the evidence
being incorporated with regards to its effect on the audience. The results of this analysis follow.
Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for attacking source markers reveals that all
of the genres contained less attacking source markers the MICUSP at statistically significant
levels (p < .001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals no
statistically significance differences among any of the three genres (see Figure 4.46).

Figure 4.46. Attacking Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

The effect sizes for all genres when compared to the MICUSP were lower that the
Cohen’s d value required for a small effect size: expository (d = 0.14), reflective (d = 0.14), and
narrative (d = 0.12). The results of these analyses reveal that there is not a statistically significant
difference among the three sampled genres, but there are statistically significant differences
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among each of the three genres and the MICUSP corpus, although the Cohen’s d values did not
meet the requirement for small effect size.

Figure 4.47. Authoritative Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as
a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for authoritative source markers
reveals that the genre of reflective writing exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant
levels (p < .001). The genre of narrative also showed statistically significant differences (p <
.01). However, there was no statistical significance between the MICUSP and the expository
genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically
significance differences among the comparisons between the narrative and expository genres as
well as the narrative and reflective genres (p < .001). There were also statistically significant
differences between the expository and reflective genres (p < .01) (see Figure 4.47).
The effect sizes for the narrative (d = 0.17) and the reflective (d = 0.08) genres compared
to the MICUSP were less than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size. Between USF
genres, the comparison of the narrative and reflective genres yielded a small effect size (d =
0.23), while the comparisons between the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.15) as well as
the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.1) yielded effect sizes less than the required Cohen’s d
value for small effect size. These results reveal that although there may be some statistically
significant differences among the three genres and the MICUSP, the genre comparison of the
narrative and reflective genres was the only analysis with a significant effect size.
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Figure 4.48. Citing Precedent Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for citing precedent markers reveals
that the MICUSP exceeded all USF genres at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among the comparison between the narrative and reflective genres (p < .001). There
were also statistically significant differences between the expository and reflective genres (p <
.05). There were no statistically significant differences between the narrative and expository
genres (see Figure 4.48).
The effect sizes for the reflective (d = 0.34) and expository (d = 0.28) genres when
compared to the MICUSP were small. The effect size of the narrative genre when compared to
the MICUSP rendered an effect size less than the required value for a small effect size (d = 0.19)
Between USF genres, the comparisons of the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.13) as well
as the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.08) yielded effect sizes smaller than the required
value for a small effect size. These results reveal that the MICUSP contained the most citing
precedent markers at statistically significant levels, and although there may be some statistically
significant differences among the three genres and the MICUSP, only the genres of expository
and reflective writing rendered a small effect size. The effect sizes among the two statistically
significant genre comparisons did not produce effect sizes that met the Cohen’s d value
requirement for small.
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Figure 4.49. Citing Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for citing source markers reveals
that the MICUSP exceeded all genres at statistically significant levels (p < .001) (see Figure
4.49). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically
significance differences among the narrative and expository genres as well as the narrative and
reflective genres (p < .001). The comparison also revealed statistically significant differences
between the expository and reflective genres (p < .05).
There was a large effect size (d = 0.98) between the MICUSP and the narrative genre,
while the effect sizes between the MICUSP and the expository (d = 0.67) and reflective (d = 0.6)
genres was medium. Between USF genres, the comparisons of the narrative and reflective genres
(d = 0.61) as well as the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.59) yielded medium effect sizes,
while the effect size for the comparison of the expository and reflective genre was below the
Cohen’s d value for small effect size (d = 0.08). These results show that students used more
citing source markers at statistically significant levels in the MICUSP with statistically
significant differences when compared to all USF genres. Out of all the USF genres, the genre of
narrative writing contained the least amount of citing source markers.
Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for contested source markers reveals
that all of the genres contained less than the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
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Figure 4.50. Contested Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveal no statistically
significance differences among any of the three genres (see Figure 4.50).
The effect sizes for all genres when compared to the MICUSP were small: expository (d
= 0.4), reflective (d = 0.39), and narrative (d = 0.37). The results of these analyses reveal there
are statistically significant differences among each of the three genres and the MICUSP corpus
with the MICUSP containing the most contested source markers at statistically significant levels,
but there is not a statistically significant difference among any of the three sampled USF genres.

Figure 4.51. Countering Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for countering source markers
reveals that the genre of reflective writing exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant
differences (p < .001). There were also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP
and narrative genre (p < .001) and the expository genre (p < .01). Comparison of the three genres
of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance differences among all three
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genres (p < .001), with the most countering source markers appearing in the reflective genre (see
Figure 4.51).
There was a small effect size (d = 0.3) between the MICUSP and the reflective genre,
while the effect sizes between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.15) as well as the
expository genre (d = 0.08) were smaller than the Cohen’s d value for small effect size. Between
USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.39), expository and
reflective genres (d = 0.21), and narrative and expository genres (d = 0.2) yielded small effect
sizes. These results showed that the reflective genre had the most countering source markers at
statistically significant levels across all genres and the MICUSP. Also, there were statistically
significant differences between the USF genres and the MICUSP, but the reflective genre is the
only genre that yielded an effect size. Lastly, there were significant differences among all genres
when compared to each other with small effect sizes for all comparisons.

Figure 4.52. Quotation Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for quotation markers reveals that
the genre of expository exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001). There
were also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and narrative (p < .05). There
were no statistically significant differences between the reflective genre and the MICUSP.
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among the comparisons of the narrative and expository genres as well as the
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expository and reflective genres (p < .001) with the most quotation markers appearing in the
expository genre (see Figure 4.52). There were also statistically significant differences between
the narrative and reflective genre comparison (p < .01). The most quotation markers appeared
within the expository genre.
The effect sizes between the MICUSP and both the expository (d = 0.15) and narrative (d
= 0.06) genres was lower than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size. Between USF
genres, the narrative and expository genres rendered a small effect size (d = 0.21), but the
comparisons of the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.12) as well as the narrative and
reflective genres (d = 0.1) was lower than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size.
These results show that there are higher levels of quotation markers at statistically significant
levels in the expository genre, and although there are statistically significant differences between
all but the MICUSP and reflective genres, only the comparison of the narrative and expository
genres rendered an effect size.

Figure 4.53. Speculative Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for quotation markers reveals that
the MICUSP exceeded all genres at statistically significant levels (p < .05). Comparisons of the
three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveal no statistically significance differences
among the genres (see Figure 4.53).

150

The comparison of the MICUSP to all three USF genres rendered effect sizes less than
the required Cohen’s d value for a small effect size: narrative (d = 0.07), expository (d = 0.07),
and reflective (d = 0.07). These results show that the MICUSP has more speculative source
markers at statistically significant levels, but the differences among the MICUSP and all genres
do not produce an effect size. There were no statistically significant differences in terms of
speculative source markers between the USF genres.

Figure 4.54. Undermining Source Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as
a Baseline.

Finally, comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for quotation markers
reveals that the MICUSP used more undermining source markers than all USF genres at
statistically significant levels (p < .001). Comparisons of the three genres of the USF corpus to
each other reveal no statistically significance differences among the genres (see Figure 4.54).
The comparison of the MICUSP to all three USF genres rendered small effect sizes:
reflective (d = 0.24), expository (d = 0.23), and narrative (d = 0.21). These results show that the
MICUSP has more undermining source markers at statistically significant levels than any of the
research corpus genres sampled, which all had similar levels of undermining source markers.
There were also statistically significant differences for all USF genres when compared to the
MICUSP, all resulting in small effect sizes.
In sum, these results show that the markers represented within the category of “academic
language” that deal with evidence use are at times similar across all genres and the MICUSP.
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There are statistically significant differences at times, though, and the results show that although
not all results of analyses are significant, the statistically significant differences between targeted
markers such as citing sources, contested source, and undermining sources reveal differences
among the genres and MICUSP that can be explored more fully.
4.3.2.1.2 Emotion.
This research purposively identified seven targets for this analysis by identifying patterns
in RAND-Lex labeled under the category of “emotion”, defined simply as text that contains
emotion. The seven targets of this analysis are: 1) “anger”, defined as “[t]he use of words
referencing anger” (e.g., “take away”, “evil”, and “reprimand”), 2) “apology”, defined as “[t]he
use of words indicating apology (e.g., “I’m sorry”)”, 3) “fear”, defined as “[t]he use of words
referencing fear” (e.g., “fear”, “scared”, and “danger”), 4) “general negativity”, meaning that
“the writing includes negative emotion” (e.g., “punish”, “depression”, and “enemy”), 5) “general
positivity”, defined as “[a]ny positive emotion language” (e.g., “humor”, “joke”, “amuse”, and
“laugh”), 6) “reluctance”, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating resistance within the mind
(e.g., regret that, sorry that, afraid that)”, and 7) “sadness”, defined as “[t]he use of words
referencing sadness” (e.g., “devastate”, “lost”, and tragic”). The results of this emotive
comparison of means analysis across all four corpora follows.

Figure 4.55. Anger Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

152

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for anger markers reveals that the
genre of narrative exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001). There were
also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the expository genre (p <
.001). There were no statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the reflective
genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically
significance differences among all genres (p < .001) with the most anger markers at statistically
significant levels appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.55).
The effect sizes between the MICUSP and both the expository (d = 0.19) and narrative (d
= 0.17) genres was lower than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size. Between USF
genres, both the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.34) as well as the expository and
reflective genres (d = 0.25) rendered small effect sizes, but the comparison of the narrative and
expository genres (d = 0.13) effect size was lower than the required Cohen’s d value for small
effect size. These results show that students used more anger markers in the narrative genre when
compared to the MICUSP and other USF genres. Additionally, the MICUSP tended to use more
anger markers than the expository genre but a similar amount to the reflective genre.

Figure 4.56. Apology Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for apology markers reveals that the
genre of reflective writing exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
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There were also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the expository
genre (p < .05). The MICUSP comparison to the genre of narrative writing showed no
statistically significant differences. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each
other reveals statistically significance differences among the genres of expository and reflective
writing (p < .001) as well as the genre of narrative writing (p < .05), with the most apology
markers appearing in the reflective genre at statistically significant levels (see Figure 4.56).
The effect sizes between the MICUSP and the genres of reflective (d = 0.14) and
expository (d = 0.06) writing were lower than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size.
Between USF genres, all the comparisons’ effect sizes were lower than the required Cohen’s d
value for small effect size. These results show that students used more apology markers in the
reflective genre at statistically significant levels when compared to the MICUSP and other USF
genres; however, all effect sizes were below the Cohen’s d value required for small effect sizes.

Figure 4.57. Fear Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for fear markers reveals that the
narrative genre exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001). There were
also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the expository and reflective
genres (p < .001) (see Figure 4.57). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each
other reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the
most concession markers appearing in the narrative genre.

154

There was a small effect size (d = 0.43) between the MICUSP and the expository genre,
while the effect sizes between the MICUSP and genres of narrative (d = 0.16) and reflective (d =
0.13) writing were below the Cohen’s d value required for small effect sizes. Between USF
genres, the comparison of the narrative and expository genres yielded a medium effect size (d =
0.56), while the comparisons between the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.32) as well as
the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.29) yielded small effect sizes. These results reveal that
the genre of narrative writing used the most fear markers at statistically significant levels.
Although there was a small effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre, more
differences existed among the three USF genre comparisons, which rendered small to medium
effect sizes.

Figure 4.58. General Negativity Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for general negativity markers
reveals that the genre of narrative writing and the MICUSP had similar amounts of markers;
there was no statistical significance between the MICUSP and the narrative genre. There were
also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the genres of expository and
reflective writing (p < .001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other
reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most
general negativity markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.58).
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There were large effect sizes between the MICUSP and the expository (d = 1.11) and
reflective (d = 0.81) genres. Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and expository
genres (d = 1.35) as well as the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.95) yielded large effect
sizes, while the comparisons between the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.36) yielded
small effect sizes. These results show that the narrative genre showed similar levels of general
negativity markers when compared to the MICUSP, and out of all USF genres, the narrative
genre contained more general negativity markers at statistically significant levels that the
expository or reflective genres.

Figure 4.59. General Positivity Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for general positivity markers
reveals that all USF genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001),
with the most general positivity markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.59).
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among the comparisons of the narrative and expository genres as well as the narrative
and reflective genres (p < .001). There were no statistically significant differences between the
expository and reflective genres. The most concession general positivity markers appeared in the
narrative genre
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 1.57) and
medium effect sizes between the MICUSP and the reflective (d = 0.73) as well as the expository
156

(d = 0.72) genres. Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and expository genres (d
= 0.94) as well as the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.94) yielded large effect sizes. These
results show that all USF genres contained higher amounts of general positivity markers at
statistically significant levels than the MICUSP, but the narrative genre contained significantly
more than the expository or reflective genres.

Figure 4.60. Reluctance Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for reluctance markers reveals that
the narrative genre exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001). There were
no statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the genres of expository or
reflective writing (see Figure 4.60). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each
other reveals statistically significance differences among the comparisons of the narrative and
expository genres as well as the narrative and reflective genres (p < .001). There were no
statistically significant differences between the expository and reflective genres. The most
reluctance markers appeared in the narrative genre.
There was a small effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.35).
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.36) as well as
the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.34) yielded small effect sizes. These results show
statistically significant differences between the narrative genre and all other corpora, revealing
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that the narrative genre contained more reluctance markers than all other genres and the
MICUSP at statistically significant levels.

Figure 4.61. Sadness Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for sadness markers reveals that the
genre of narrative writing exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels (p < .001).
There were also statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and the genres of
expository and reflective writing (p < .001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to
each other reveals statistically significance differences among the comparisons of the narrative
and expository genres as well as the narrative and reflective genres (p < .001). There are also
statistically significant differences between the expository and reflective genres (p < .05). The
most sadness markers appeared in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.61).
There were small effect sizes between the MICUSP and the narrative (d = 0.24) and
expository (d = 0.23) genres. The comparison of the MICUSP and the reflective genre rendered a
Cohen’s d value lower than the requirement for small effect size (d = 0.17). Between USF
genres, the comparison of the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.41) as well as the narrative
and reflective genres (d = 0.36) yielded small effect sizes, while the comparisons between the
expository and reflective genres yielded a Cohen’s d value lower than the requirement for small
effect size (d = 0.07). These results show that students used the most sadness markers within the
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genre of narrative writing at statistically significant levels with statistically significant results for
all narrative genre comparisons.
In sum, the results of the analysis for emotion markers within the corpus and compared to
the other USF genres as well as the MICUSP showed that the genre of narrative elicited many
more emotions from writers across a majority of the markers targeted, although at times the
MICUSP and the narrative had similar levels of markers, such as with apology and general
negativity markers. These results and their implications will be explored and discussed more
fully in the next chapter.
4.3.2.1.3 Reasoning.
This research purposively identified eight targets for this analysis by identifying patterns
RAND-Lex labeled as “reasoning”, defined simply as text containing reasoning. The eight
targets of this analysis are: 1) “concessions”, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating that
another and overridable point of view is available (e.g., although, even if, it must be
acknowledged). The public acknowledgement of the weaknesses in one's own position or the
strengths in the position of an opponent”, 2) “contingency”, defined as “[t]he use of words
indicating contingency (e.g., if, possibly)”, 3) “denial”, defined as “[t]he use of words like not or
some other negative element in front of an assertion, which signals the taking away of what a
listener or reader might believe (e.g., not the case, not do it, am not a crook)”, 4) “direct
reasoning”, defined as “[t]he use of words that initiate and direct another's reasoning (e.g.,
suppose that, imagine that). Words that invite one to start a chain of reasoning”, 5) “reason
backward”, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating a chain of thought moving backward from
conclusion to premise, effect to cause (e.g., because, owing to the fact, on the grounds that). One
link in the chain depends on an earlier link and the dependence was not mentioned in the forward
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direction. So it is mentioned after the fact”, 6) “reason forward”, defined as “[t]he use of words
indicating a chain of thought moving forward from premise to conclusion, cause to effect (e.g.,
thus, therefore). Ideas progress down a chain and the writer is leading the reader down the chain,
link by link”, 7) “resistance”, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating an opposition or struggle
between competing ideas, events, forces, or groups (e.g., resistant, veto, contradiction,
counterargument, filibuster, went into battle against). Listed under reasoning because opponents
have minds who can counter-plan”, and 8) “supporting reasoning”, defined as “[t]he use of
words indicating support or evidence for a reasoning process that you or someone you are citing
has”. The results of this reasoning analysis follow.

Figure 4.62. Concession Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for concession markers reveals that
the genres of narrative and reflective writing both exceeded the MICUSP at statistically
significant levels (p < .001). There were also statistically significant differences between the
MICUSP and the expository genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each
other reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the
most concession markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.62).
There was a large effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.82),
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the expository (d = 0.27) genre as well as the
reflective genre (d = 0.22) were small. Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and
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expository genres yielded a large effect size (d = 1.12), while the comparisons between the
narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.62) as well as the expository and reflective genres (d =
0.51) yielded medium effect sizes. These results show that there are significant differences in the
inclusion of concession markers across all four corpora, with the narrative genre containing the
most statistically significant differences when compared to the expository and reflective genres
as well as the MICUSP corpus.

Figure 4.63. Contingency Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for contingency markers reveals that
the genres of expository and reflective writing both exceeded the MICUSP at statistically
significant levels (p < .001). There were no statistically significant differences between the
MICUSP and the narrative genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each
other reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the
most contingency markers appearing in the reflective genre (see Figure 4.63).
There was a medium effect size between the MICUSP and the reflective genre (d = 0.53),
but the effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre was less than the Cohen’s d
value for small effect size. Between USF genres, the comparisons of the narrative and reflective
genres (d = 0.64) as well as the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.47) yielded a medium
effect size, while the comparisons between the narrative and expository genres rendered a
Cohen’s d value lowed than the requirement for small effect size. These results show that the
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reflective genre contains the highest value of contingency markers at statistically significant
levels, but both the reflective and expository genres exceeded that of the MICUSP.

Figure 4.64. Denial Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for denial markers reveals that the
genres of narrative and reflective writing both exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant
levels (p < .001). There was also a significant difference between the MICUSP and the
expository genre (p < .001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other
reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most
certainty markers appearing in the reflective genre (see Figure 4.64).
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.53) between the MICUSP and the expository
genre, while the effect sizes between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.19) and the
reflective genre (d = 0.09) were lower than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size.
Between USF genres, the comparison of the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.78) as well as
the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.66) yielded medium effect sizes, while the
comparisons between the narrative and reflective genres rendered an effect size below the
required Cohen’s d value for small effect size (d = 0.1). These results show that there are
significant differences between the MICUSP and all three USF genres. Also, the narrative genre
contains the highest levels of denial markers at statistically significant levels, and when coupled
with the reflective genre, both genres exceeded that of the MICUSP.
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Figure 4.65. Direct Reasoning Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for direct reasoning markers reveals
that the MICUSP exceeded all genres at statistically significant levels (p < .001). Comparison of
the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance differences
among all three genres (p < .001), with the most direct reasoning markers in the genre of
reflective writing (see Figure 4.65).
There was a small effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 0.26),
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.19) as well as the
reflective genre (d = 0.14) were lower than the required value of Cohen’s d for small effect size.
Between USF genres, all comparisons rendered Cohen’s d values lower than the required value
for small effect size: reflective (d = 0.14), narrative (d = 0.08), and expository (d = 0.07). These
results show that the MICUSP contained more direct reasoning markers at statistically significant
levels than the three USF genres with the expository genre containing the lowest levels.
Although there were statistically significant differences among all comparisons, only the
MICUSP and expository comparison yielded an effect size greater than the required Cohen’s d
value for small effect size.
Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for reason forward markers reveals
that the genres of reflective (p < .001) and narrative (p < .05) writing both exceeded the MICUSP
at statistically significant levels. There were also statistically significant differences between the
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Figure 4.66. Reason Forward Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

MICUSP and the expository genre (p < .001). Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus
to each other reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with
the most certainty markers appearing in the reflective genre (see Figure 4.66).
There was a small effect size (d = 0.29) between the MICUSP and the reflective genre,
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d = 0.09) as well as the
narrative genre (d = 0.07) was less than the Cohen’s d value requirement for small effect size.
Between USF genres, the comparisons of the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.38) as well
as the narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.21) yielded a small effect size, while the
comparisons between the narrative and expository genres rendered an effect size smaller than the
required Cohen’s d value for small effect size (d = 0.15). These results show that the reflective
and narrative genres contained higher amounts of reason forward markers at statistically
significant levels compared to the MICUSP, with the reflective genre containing the highest
levels, while the expository genre contained the lowest levels.

Figure 4.67. Reason Backward Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.
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Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for reason backward markers
reveals that the genres of narrative and reflective writing both exceeded the MICUSP at
statistically significant levels (p < .001). However, there was no statistical significance between
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among all three genres (p < .001), with the most reason backward markers appearing
in the reflective genre (see Figure 4.67).
There was a medium effect size (d = 0.74) between the MICUSP and the reflective genre,
while the effect size between the MICUSP and the narrative genre was small (d = 0.2). Between
USF genres, the comparisons of the expository and reflective genres (d = 0.73) as well as the
narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.54) yielded medium effect sizes (d = 0.73), while the
comparison between the narrative and expository genres (d = 0.2) yielded a small effect size.
These results show that the reflective genre contained the highest amount of reason backward
markers at statistically significant levels while the MICUSP and expository genre contained the
lowest levels.

Figure 4.68. Resistance Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP as a
Baseline.

Comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for resistance markers reveals that
the genre of narrative writing and the MICUSP exceeded the genres of expository and reflective
writing at statistically significant levels (p < .001). However, there was no statistical significance
between the MICUSP and the narrative genre. Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus
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to each other reveals statistically significance differences among all three genres (p < .001), with
the most certainty markers appearing in the narrative genre (see Figure 4.68).
There were medium effect sizes between the MICUSP and the expository genre (d =
0.77) as well as the reflective genre (d = 0.59). Between USF genres, the comparison of the
narrative and expository genres (d = 0.77) as well as the narrative and reflective genres (d =
0.59) yielded medium effect sizes, while the comparison between the narrative and expository
genres yielded a value less than the required Cohen’s d value for small effect size. These results
showed that both the MICUSP and narrative genres contained similarly high levels of resistance
markers at statistically significant levels when compared to the expository and reflective genres,
while the expository genre contained the lowest level of resistance markers at statistically
significant levels.

Figure 4.69. Supporting Reasoning Markers Across the Three Sampled Genres Using MICUSP
as a Baseline.

Finally, a comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres for certainty markers
Comparison of the three genres of the USF corpus to each other reveals statistically significance
differences among the narrative and reflective genres as well as the expository and reflective
genres (p < .001), with the most certainty markers appearing in the reflective genre (see Figure
4.69). There were no statistically significant differences between the narrative and expository
genres.

166

There were small effect sizes between the MICUSP and the narrative genre (d = 0.35) as
well as between the MICUSP and the expository genres (d = 0.33). The effect size for the
comparison of the MICUSp to the reflective genre rendered a Cohen’s d value lower than the
requirement for a small effect size (d = 0.08). Between USF genres, the comparisons of the
narrative and reflective genres (d = 0.24) as well as the expository and reflective genres (d =
0.22) yielded small effect sizes. These results show that the MICUSP contained the highest
amounts of supporting reasoning markers at statistically significant levels while the narrative and
expository genres both contained similarly low levels.
In sum, these results reveal that the three genres as well as the MICUSP all use different
forms of reasoning at differing levels. Understanding the different types of reasoning that writers
may deploy within academic genres as well as the implications of this knowledge will be
explored more fully within the discussion of the next chapter. All of the rhetorical strategies
targeted within this analysis will better help me understand how students circulate their
knowledge of audience across genres.
4.3.3 Threshold Concept Knowledge
Writers need to have a firm understanding of threshold concepts in order to actively
participate in the variety of genres within the academy as well as the discourse communities they
occupy. Wardle et al. (2019) argued that “threshold concepts serve as portals into disciplinary
participation” and are “transformative, probably irreversible, integrative, potentially
troublesome, and bounded”, and Adler-Kassner and Wardle (2016) claimed that they are
“liminal” and “serve as ‘portals’ to new and different ways of experiencing” (p. 64). Therefore, it
seems fitting that a student writer’s knowledge of threshold concepts would better reveal their
ability to participate within the course in a meaningful way by engaging with the specialized
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terminology of the discourse community they inhabit. This research targets the threshold concept
knowledge of students in ENC 1101 by identifying glossary terminology (see Appendix C)
through keyness and collocation analyses, making visible the ways that students engage with
threshold terminology within the research corpus and across genres. For a full list of the targeted
keyword and collocate patterns identified within each of the three genres of the research corpus,
see Appendix G.
4.3.3.1 Glossary Terms.
ENC 1101 provided students with a glossary of terminology that provided students with
an overview of threshold concepts pertinent to the course. This research used the glossary to
perform keyness and collocation analyses, identifying the use of these threshold concepts within
each of the three sampled genres. For keyness, I set the parameters of the searches for a
minimum frequency of ten and included a list of stop words in order to eliminate unnecessary
noise within the analyses. The collocation analyses were set for a minimum frequency of five
uses within the corpora, returned a maximum of 5,000 results, and set a search-window size of
five words. RAND-Lex allowed me to search within the results for the specifically targeted
n/bi/tri-grams, making parsing the results for targeted n-grams easier. For the full glossary of
threshold concepts targeted, see Appendix C.
4.3.3.1.1 Threshold Terms.
The search queries for these glossary terms were very literal, meaning I tried to identify
exact matches to the terms targeted. However, reasonable inferences were made at times in order
to provide a richer picture of student threshold concept knowledge: 1) There were pluralized
versions of the terms that were included in the results (e.g., “formats” and “genres”). 2) I also
included relevant gerund forms of words (e.g., “formatting”). 3) Lastly, since this analysis and
168

research is more interested in how students used threshold concepts, the results of this analysis
only include n-grams that were over-present (e.g., “audience’, “fiction”, and “genre”). Underpresent n-grams were ignored. Although the under-presence of threshold concept terminology
can lead to reasonable inferences about the knowledge students have, over-present n-grams more
explicitly reveal student threshold concept knowledge. The results of this analysis follow below.
The keyness analysis on the narrative genre corpus revealed there are fourteen words that
appeared at statistically significant levels. Most of the results (see Table 4.7 below) appeared in a
very low percentage of documents within the narrative corpus, though, as evidenced by the
percentage of corpus scores above. “Narrative” was used within the corpus’ documents the most,
appearing in 34.59% of the target corpus documents. “Fiction” appeared in 9.34%, “voice” in
7.39%, “genre” in 6.1%, “audience” in 5.72%, “genres” in 5.05%, and “climax”, “expository”,
“format”, “formats”, “formatting”, “jargon”, “MLA” and “nonfiction” all appeared in less
than5% of the target corpus.

Table 4.7. Keyness Results (n-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge in the Narrative Genre.
Glossary Term
audience
climax
expository
fiction
format
formats
formatting
genre
genres
jargon
MLA
narrative
nonfiction
voice

Log Likelihood (LL)
903.21 ***
29.03 ***
21.59 ***
326.75 ***
53.85 ***
9.85 **
22.04 ***
51.08 ***
53.89 ***
13.60 ***
22.93 ***
525.03 ***
105.40 ***
40.86 ***

Frequency
118
22
15
224
76
10
11
113
84
10
13
459
23
98

Percentage of Corpus (%)
5.72
1.36
0.6
9.34
3.84
0.68
0.60
6.10
5.05
0.67
0.53
34.59
1.73
7.39

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and percentage values were rounded to the
nearest tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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The collocation analysis for the narrative genre revealed ten bi-grams but no tri-grams
(see Table 4.8 below). All collocations had LL values that were statistically significant (p <
.001), and all but three (“read writing”, “reading writing”, and “writing read”) exceeded the PMI
limit of 3 set by Church & Hanks (2002), indicating more meaningful collocation results. PMI
(pointwise mutual information)—is a strength of association measure, and scores of 3 or more
are generally meaningful in terms of identified relationships. The bi-gram “literacy narrative”
had the highest LL score and appeared most frequently (474 times), followed by “discourse
community” (105 times). All other statistically significant bi-grams appeared less than 100 times.
The bi-gram “MLA format” had the highest PMI score (11.45), followed by “discourse
communities” (10.02) and discourse community (9.55). The results of the keyness and
collocation analyses for the narrative corpus will be further explicated in the next chapter.

Table 4.8. Collocate Results (bi-grams and tri-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge in the
Narrative Genre.
Glossary Term
critical thinking
discourse community
discourse communities
language arts
literacy narrative
MLA format
think critically
read writing
reading writing
writing read

Log Likelihood (LL)
156.93 ***
206.01 ***
1227.04 ***
239.61 ***
2954.72 ***
168.79 ***
99.78 ***
112.92 ***
2866.64 ***
91.96 ***

Frequency
18
105
16
37
474
12
12
24
1239
31

PMI
7.09
9.55
10.02
6.04
5.79
11.45
6.75
-2.30
2.88
-1.93

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and PMI values were rounded to the nearest
tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

The keyness analysis on the expository genre corpus revealed nineteen results that
appeared at statistically significant levels. Most of the results (see Table 4.9 below) appeared in a
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Table 4.9. Keyness Results (n-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge in the Expository
Genre.
Glossary Term
audience
audiences
citation
citations
code
codes
expository
format
genre
genres
jargon
jargons
meme
memes
networking
non-verbal
nonverbal
reflections
voice

Log Likelihood (LL)
205.55 ***
28.06 ***
7.55 **
3.97 *
78.40 ***
67.99 ***
695.78 ***
29.25 ***
740.78 ***
3317.95 ***
371.35 ***
25.69 ***
116.79 ***
462.49 ***
97.41 ***
281.79 ***
199.12 ***
29.31 ***
21.41 ***

Frequency
249
47
14
20
183
122
315
66
537
1636
171
11
50
198
71
132
147
41
153

Percentage of Corpus (%)
11.84
3.02
0.93
1.55
7.89
6.50
19.97
4.18
23.92
57.66
8.51
0.54
2.01
7.20
3.72
4.88
6.97
2.86
8.36

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and percentage values were rounded to the
nearest tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

very low percentage of documents within the corpus, though, as evidenced by the percentage of
corpus scores above. “Genres” appeared in more than 50 % of the expository corpora documents.
Keywords that were used in more than 10% of the target corpus were “genre” (23.92%),
“expository” (19.97%), and “audience” (11.84%). Other keywords that appeared at significant
levels but in less than 10% of the corpus documents were: “audiences”, “citation(s)”, “code(s)”,
“format”, “jargon(s)”, “meme(s)”, networking”, “non-verbal”/”nonverbal”, reflections, and
voice”.
The collocation analysis for the expository genre revealed eight bi-grams and one trigram (see Table 4.10 below). All collocations had LL values that were statistically significant (p
< .001), and all of them exceeded the PMI limit of 3 set by Church & Hanks (2002), indicating
many meaningful collocation results. The tri-gram “channels such as” had the highest LL
(81029.32) as well as PMI score (10.73) and appeared 39 times throughout the expository
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Table 4.10. Collocate Results (bi-grams and tri-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge in the
Expository Genre.
Glossary Term
channels such as
discourse community
discourse communities
expository essay
non-verbal communication
nonverbal communication
participatory mechanism
participatory mechanisms
reading writing

Log Likelihood (LL)
81029.32 ***
44709.53 ***
10385.04 ***
128.84 ***
437.92 ***
330.55 ***
524.21 ***
5464.78 ***
139.51 ***

Frequency
39
14051
3033
17
97
83
74
684
35

PMI
10.73
3.45
3.69
6.87
4.55
4.17
6.49
7.04
4.22

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and PMI values were rounded to the nearest
tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

corpus. The bi-gram “discourse community” appeared the most (14,501 times), and when
combined with its plural form (“discourse communities”), the frequency rises to 17,084. The bigram “participatory mechanisms” appeared 684 times, and when added to its singular form
(“participatory mechanism”), the frequency rises to 758. All other statistically significant bigrams appeared less than 100 times. The bi-gram “nonverbal/non-verbal communication”
appeared a total of 180 times combined. The highest bi-gram PMI values were “participatory
mechanisms” (7.04), “expository essay” (6.87), and “participatory mechanism” (6.49). The
results of the keyness and collocation analyses will be further explicated in the next chapter.
The keyness analysis on the reflective genre corpus revealed thirty-eight results that were
statistically significant. Many of the results (see Table 4.11 below) appeared in a very low
percentage of documents within the reflective corpus, though, as evidenced by the percentage of
corpus scores above. N-grams such as “audience”, “code”, and “moves” appeared in at least 50%
of documents within the reflective corpus. Keywords that exceeded 10% corpus frequency were:
“audience(s)”, “code(s)”, “code-switching”, “expository”, “format”, “identity”, “jargon”,
“memes”, “moves”, “narrative”, “rhetorical”, and “voice”. Keywords that appeared in less than
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Table 4.11. Keyness Results (n-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge in the Reflective
Genre.
Glossary Term
allusion
allusions
audience
audiences
audience’s
authority
citation
citations
climax
code
codes
code-mesh
code-meshing
code-switch
code-switching
exposition
expository
format
formats
formatted
genre
genres
hyperbole
hyperboles
identity
jargon
jargons
meme
memes
moves
narrative
networking
non-verbal
nonverbal
reflection
rhetorical
rubric
voice

Log Likelihood (LL)
59.01 ***
159.07 ***
12923.71 ***
2482.35 ***
94.52 ***
26.14 ***
44.23 ***
89.74 ***
10.23 **
9916.26 ***
2406.96 ***
43.45 ***
421.68 ***
207.01 ***
1099.23 ***
11.58 ***
916.62 ***
735.51 ***
69.47 ***
87.53 ***
113.51 ***
42.08 ***
341.47 ***
201.90 ***
151.50 ***
1265.97 ***
69.00 ***
235.12 ***
511.13 ***
7378.11 ***
697.44 ***
30.94 ***
28.50 ***
7.57 **
7.48 **
930.84 ***
118.94 ***
376.28 ***

Frequency
49
83
5480
1074
45
180
33
71
12
4364
1163
17
165
81
447
16
375
404
38
44
112
65
138
79
744
509
27
92
200
3353
728
31
17
26
46
506
73
397

Percentage of Corpus (%)
2.45
4.06
81.47
43.57
2.96
9.22
2.03
4.48
0.59
58.38
28.51
1.35
6.35
4.57
13.71
0.85
11.42
20.14
2.54
3.30
8.12
4.74
6.85
3.64
16.41
15.91
1.44
3.89
10.66
59.64
16.92
1.86
0.76
1.27
2.88
12.27
4.48
17.09

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and percentage values were rounded to the
nearest tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

10% of the corpus were: “allusion(s)”, “audience’s”, “authority”, “citation(s)”, “climax”, “codemesh(ing)”, “code-switch(ing)”, “exposition”, “formats”, “formatted”, “genre(s)”,
“hyperbole(s)”, “jargons”, “meme”, “networking”, “non-verbal”/”nonverbal”, “reflection”, and
“rubric”.
Lastly, the collocation analysis for the reflective genre revealed twenty-two bi-grams and
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Table 4.12. Collocate Results (bi-grams and tri-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge in the
Reflective Genre.
Glossary Term
argumentative writing
code meshes
code meshing
code switch
code switched
code switches
code switching
critical thinking
discourse community
discourse communities
expository essay
instructor review
MLA format
MLA formatting
literacy narrative
literacy narratives
participatory mechanisms
peer review
peer reviewed
rhetorical move
rhetorical moves
reading writing

Log Likelihood (LL)
89.50 ***
135.70 ***
11977.82 ***
1819.83 ***
98.29 ***
362.49 ***
11928.29 ***
132.39 ***
7793.16 ***
1888.93 ***
183.96 ***
105.06 ***
919.73 ***
272.20 ***
4895.99 ***
282.30 ***
211.94 ***
331.61 ***
88.82 ***
485.97 ***
1868.07 ***
115.53 ***

Frequency
14
22
1827
408
24
87
1926
14
1059
269
46
16
95
29
557
33
14
31
8
94
324
60

PMI
5.98
5.74
5.95
4.54
4.28
4.33
5.71
8.22
6.57
6.41
4.23
6.14
8.32
8.16
7.61
7.51
12.21
9.09
9.40
5.10
5.48
2.58

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and PMI values were rounded to the nearest
tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

no tri-grams (see Table 4.12 above). All collocations had LL values that were statistically
significant (p < .001), and all but one (“reading writing”) exceeded the PMI limit of 3 set by
Church & Hanks (2002), indicating very many meaningful collocation results. The bi-gram
“code meshing” had the highest LL (11977.82), a PMI of 5.95, and appeared 1,827 times within
the research corpus. The bi-gram “participatory mechanisms” had the highest PMI score (12.21),
a LL of 211.94, and appeared 14 times throughout the reflective corpus. The bi-gram “discourse
community” appeared the most (14,501 times), and when combined with its plural form
(“discourse communities”), the frequency rises to 17,084. The bi-gram “code switching”
appeared the most of all bi-grams with 1926 times, and when added to its various forms (“code
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switch(ed/es)”, the frequency rises to 2,445. Other bigrams, such as “discourse
communit(y/ies)”, “literacy narrative”, and “rhetorical moves”, appeared more than 100 times
within the reflective corpus, but all other statistically significant bi-grams appeared less than 100
times. Other high bi-gram PMI values were “peer review(ed)” (9.09/9.40), “MLA format(ing)”
(8.32/8.16), and “critical thinking” (8.22).
In sum, the results of the keyness and collocation analyses show that each genre corpus
has n-grams and bi-grams that are unique, revealing aboutness of the three genre corpora. The
narrative corpus had the least amount of keywords and collocations identified (24) followed by
the expository corpus (28). The reflective corpus contained the highest amounts of n-grams and
bi/tri-grams (60), more than double the narrative or expository genres. These results will be
further explicated and discussed in the next chapter.
4.4 Substantive Patterns
In addition to linguistic and cultural patterns identified within the research corpus, this
research also identified substantive patterns of knowledge. “Substantive patterns address
knowledge structures and activity structures in the social and physical world, from repairing
toasters to greeting friends to writing research proposals,” according to Mislevy & Elliot (2020)
(p. 149). These patterns represent larger, more macro knowledge patterns that can be identified
in the text. This research will identify substantive patterns of task knowledge within each of the
three sampled genre corpora.
4.4.1 Task Knowledge
The tasks that students are asked to complete within writing courses such as ENC 1101
require habits of mind, such as persistence and flexibility, and are informed by different
processes (CWPA, NCTE, & NWP, 2012) Student task knowledge is dependent on the task at
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hand and require critical thinking through reading, writing, and research CWPA, NCTE, &
NWP, 2012; CWPA, 2008). Task knowledge, then, can gives researchers insight into the
cognitive processes of student writers through the tasks they choose to write about. In order to
understand student task knowledge as it pertains to the different tasks for each of the three
sampled genres, this research analyzes and highlights the different themes made apparent
throughout the genres.
4.4.1.1 Boundary Markers.
In order to better understand student task knowledge, boundary markers were needed that
helped to isolate and identify themes present within the three genre corpora of the research
corpus. To do this, this analysis employed the use of RAND-Lex’s topic modeling module.
Topic modeling is a form of distant reading that identifies latent themes through co-occurrence
of words that appear in some documents but not others. This analysis renders the number of
topics I choose, including as many words per topic as I deems pertinent. For this research, 1)
each genre rendered ten topics with thirty words within each topic. 2) These values were chosen
after experimenting with the analytical method until results were interpretable through the words
identified coupled with the constructed response task for each genre (see Appendix B). 3) Also,
the results rendered stem words, words without suffixes (-s/-es/-ed/-ing), allowing for less
terminological overlap within topics. By understanding the context of each assignment, the
results of this analysis can be better interpreted and understood.
4.4.1.1.1 Variation.
Each genre of the research corpus showed variation within each of the ten topics
rendered. Although there was some overlap (social media, reading, writing, etc.), each genre
produced ten distinct topics (see Tables 4.13-4.15 below). Not only is there variation between
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topics, but there is variation between genres as well. This variation between topic and genre
within these three analyses led to a richer understanding of the latent topics housed within the
research corpus as well as the aboutness of each genre as it pertains to the constructed response
task. For the narrative genre, themes of personal inventory appeared, and in the expository genre,
themes of targeted analysis appear, while in the reflective genre, themes of discourse analysis
appear. Below are the results from the topic modeling analyses of each genre and the various
sub-themes that emerged within each genre analysis.
This task knowledge within the narrative genre (see Table 4.13 below) reveals that
students engaged with the constructed response task and the idea of a literacy narrative in mostly
liberal ways, creating themes of personal inventory, such as: 1) video games as literacy, 2)
journals and short stories, 3) songs and music, 4) family stories and letters from family, 5)
speeches by parents and teachers, 6) a fondness for reading books and of the library, 7) literacy
of English as a second language, 8) reading and writing in classes, 9) Harry Potter and team
sports, and 10) literature, poems, and diary writing. The themes that emerged all focus on
personal experiences that students have had with writing, communication, and other events, such
as sports.
This task knowledge identified through the analysis of the expository genre (see Table
4.14 below) reveals that students encountered and engaged with the constructed response task as
well as with a variety of discourse communities within and outside of the university setting,
creating themes of targeted analysis. Some of the topics that the analysis revealed are: 1) social
media platforms as sociocultural communities, 2) sports teams and leagues, 3) sororities,
fraternities, and other Greek-life communities, 4) written communication within academia, 5)
college clubs and social media platforms, 6) chat platforms and video games, 7) individual
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Table 4.13. Topic Modeling Results and Themes for Task Knowledge in the Narrative Genre.
Topic (#)

Word Cloud

Themes

1

Video games as a
literacy skill.

2

Journals and short
stories.

3

Songs and music.

Family stories and
letters from family.

4

Speeches by parents
and teachers in
elementary school.

5

A love of reading
books and of the
library.

6

Literacy of English as
a second language.

7
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Table 4.13 (Continued)

8

Reading and writing
within classes.

9

Harry Potter and team
athletic sports.

10

Literature, poems, and
diary writing.

activities like dance and participation in fan bases, 8) school and Swale’s criteria for
communicative forms, 9) professional student organizations and written email communication,
and 10) platforms such as Reddit which elicit written discussions. These themes reveal a variety
of topics that discuss targeted analysis of communication and the various forms of media that at
times accompany them.
The last topic model analysis was conducted on the reflective genre (see Table 4.15
below). The task knowledge revealed though analysis of the reflective genres shows a variety of
audiences and purposes that students reflected upon within the task, highlighting themes of
discourse analysis. Some of the topics the analysis revealed were: 1) literacy narrative and
expository overview, 2) social media platforms, 3) code switching and code meshing, 4) shifting
from one language to another as well as dialects, 5) rhetoric and identity expressed though tone
of speech, jargon, and humor, 6) understanding projects based upon written communication, 7)
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Table 4.14. Topic Modeling Results and Themes for Task Knowledge in the Expository Genre.
Topic (#)

Word Cloud

Themes

Social media platforms as
1
sociocultural communities.

Sport teams such as football,
2
track, and soccer.

Fraternities, sororities, and other
3
Greek life.

Participation in written
4

communication within college
majors.

College clubs as well as social
media platforms such as
5
Facebook. Instagram, and
YouTube.

Chat platforms such as Discord
6
as well as video games

Individual activities such as
7

dance and participation in fan
bases.
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Table 4.14 (Continued)
School and Swale’s criteria for
8

different forms of
communication.

Professional student programs
9
and writing emails.

Platforms such as Reddit with
10
posts that create discussions.

Chatting and messaging on the internet as well as school homework, 8) individual sentence style,
text, type, tone, and diction, 9) speaking with family and professors, and 10) communicating in
different spaces. These themes reveal a variety of topics that discuss discourse, communication,
and analyzing the variety of choices made while communicating in a variety of forms of
discourse.
In sum, topic modeling of all three genres revealed latent themes that appeared across the
constructed response task, granting deeper insight into the knowledge students have of the three
sampled writing tasks within ENC 1101. These analyses also showed the variety of topics
student chose for each of the tasks, although other latent themes are more than likely still
obscured within each corpus.
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Table 4.15. Topic Modeling Results and Themes for Task Knowledge in the Reflective Genre.
Topic (#)

Word Cloud

Themes

Literacy narrative and
1
expository overview.

Social media platforms such as
2

Facebook, Twitter, and
Instagram.

Code switching and code
3
meshing.

Shifting from one language to
4

another (English and Spanish)
and dialects.

Rhetoric and identity expressed
5

through tone of speech, jargon,
and humor.

Understanding projects based
6
upon written communication.

Chatting and messaging on the
7
internet and school homework.
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Table 4.15 (Continued)

Individual sentence style, text
8
type, tone, and diction.

Speaking with family and
9
professors.

Communicating in different
spaces such as academic
10
communities, email, and social
media (Snapchat, WhatsApp).

4.5 Conclusion
These analyses of student writing knowledge were guided by the variable model (see
“Chapter 3: Methods”; see Table 3.1), which provided a structured approach to the samples USF
corpus and genres within it. The variable model allowed this research to be conducted in a
structured and precise way, allowing for the targeting of features that would reveal how students
(re)circulate writing knowledge across different academic genres. The variable model and the
use of RAND-Lex for corpus analysis allowed me to structure this granular analysis and reveal
patterns of student writing knowledge hidden within the genres of the USF corpus. This analysis
was also able to identify more macro-level features, such as latent topics within each genre,
allowing for a richer understanding of student achievement of constructed response tasks. The
results of this model-based analysis will be further discussed in the next chapter.
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5.0 Chapter 5: Discussion and Implications
5.1 Introduction
This research sought to identify micro- and macro-level patterns of student knowledge
(re)circulation through the framework of assemblage theory, the lens of LCS patterns, and the
structure of construct and variable modeling. Assemblage theory has the ability to better
understand the multifaceted environment of the writing curriculum and classroom through its
ability to analyze assemblage nested within other assemblages. In truth, student writing itself is
an assemblage of knowledge and is therefore ripe for investigation. Assessment of student texts
through the methods discussed in this research could provide a host of benefits to student writers.
In sum, viewing writing research as an assemblage essentially changes the way we view
student writing and curricular assessment, revealing relations of exteriority that are ported
between and across the variety of genres that a location asks students to engage within. Since the
results from this research are overwhelming, the granular patterns discussed within the research
are chosen based on a few criteria: 1) pedagogical relevance to the curricular assemblage, 2)
medium or large effect sizes across either genre or MICUSP comparisons, and 3) anomalies if
the data. This discussion will not solely focus on the statistically significant finding, but will
instead focus on the meaning of any significance as it relates to students, teachers, and WPAs.
This chapter will first go about answering the research questions that appear below. Through use
of those questions, this chapter will discuss the variety of patterns that emerged across the USF
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corpus genres. Finally, this chapter will then discuss the variety of implications for research,
administration, and pedagogy.
This inquiry was guided by five primary questions:
1. How can writing program administrators (WPAs) use data-driven technological tools
to assess writing programs in useful ways?
2. How can we identify LCS (linguistic, cultural, and substantive) patterns in student
writing?
3. How can these LCS patterns highlight student knowledge (re)circulation?
4. What predictor variables appear within the corpus genres that can help to identify
student knowledge (re)circulation?
5. How can the findings of this research be applied to writing programs in a
pedagogically useful way?
5.2 How can writing program administrators (WPAs) use data-driven technological tools to
assess writing programs in useful ways?
WPAs can use technological tools to reveal and better understand these relations of
exteriority, such as patterns of writing knowledge, and how they circulate across genres. Instead
on falling into binary logic, as Delueze and Guattari (1980/1987) forewarned, WPAs can
deconstruct hierarchical bodies through nomad thought, viewing curricula as bodies without
organs (BwOs), allowing for a more accurate depiction of student writing that accounts for the
situatedness of any writing task. This view serves to opens up the assemblage, removing the
black box of assessment practices, and allows for a better understanding of the variety of patterns
that emerge within student writing, not just the patterns that are privileged. By altering the way
that we view writing program assessment, we can more accurately understand the various
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relations of interiority (patterns embedded into genres and are inextricable from the genre) as
well as relations of exteriority (patterns embedded into genres that can be ported to other genres).
This ability to better understand how writers territorialize (stabilize) and deterritorialize
(destabilize) various genres allows for a richer and, at times, more granular approach to writing
assessment. As Reid (2017) argued, “Put into the context of the composition classroom,
assemblage theory gives us a different way of understanding the various activities that over the
years we have called ‘inventing the university’, joining discourse communities, learning the
writing process, and so on” (p. 35; italics in original).
Using assemblage as a theoretical lens paired with technological tools that can parse
through large amounts of writing, such as RAND-Lex, allows WPAs to develop a more robust
framework and method to study given phenomenon, their various components, and the agency of
each actor within the assemblage, revealing patterns within the data about student writing. The
use of technological tools to conduct research also incorporates Delanda’s (2006) third axis of
articulation into the assemblage and allows us to better account for the way(s) that technological
tools affect writing program assessment. Not only is assessment focused on how students use
technological tools to compose, but it also focuses on how researchers use technological tools to
assess student writing. This research has shown that using social constructivist methods, such as
construct and variable models, allow researchers to better understand the various relations of
interiority and exteriority within the sampled assemblage of student writing. This grants
researchers the ability to code (in the Deluzean sense) genres of writing and decode the genres to
better understand how various linguistic, cultural, and substantive (LCS) patterns (Mislevy,
2018) are deployed by student writers. Without the use of these or other effective models to
stratify the research site, the use of technological tools to research and assess student writing
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would produce too much “noise”, making synthesis of the data extremely difficult and
cumbersome. Technological tools should not by themselves assess student writing, but the use of
assemblage theory as a theoretical framework paired with LCS patterns serves to structure the
research site, makes it more manageable, and allows for these technological tools to better
facilitate writing assessment in a less labor-intensive fashion. The results of this method yield a
contextualized and granular analysis of student writing patterns
This research has shown that using the methods detailed within this dissertation, WPAs
can assess student writing in ways that do not erase students and instructors. Although
technological tools such as RAND-Lex do not take into account the student or instructor, by
keeping the researcher involved in the interpretation of the analytical results, the technological
and the human both have agency—a central tenet of assemblage theory, allowing for a more
dynamic interpretation of the data. In this way, students and instructors become part of the
research assemblage, combining human and nonhuman. When discussing RAND-Lex,
Marcellino (2019) emphasizes that this tool cannot be accurately used without the intervention of
human interpretation. So, instead on simply relying on data and statistics, this method fuses
technology and statistics with human interpretation to produce results that take into account all
human and nonhuman actors. In short, this method paired with the framework of assemblage
theory does not divorce the research from the human actors but, instead, takes all actors into
account and leaves it to the human reader to interpret the results.
In sum, through the use of assemblage theory and social constructivist modeling,
technological tools such as RAND-Lex can be useful for assessment of writing and writing
programs. However, since writing is situated and dependent upon the values of the location in
which the writing occurs, the results from one research location will often be different than
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another location. The values of the first-year writing program at USF are different than other
locations, but by using the methods established within this research, other researchers can better
identify LCS patterns present within student writing at their location. Using these methods at
other locations can better reveal the variety of patterns present within student writing, leading to
better understanding of the values present at the location and an ability to assess and revise
pedagogical approaches as well as writing curricula. The results of this research show that these
methods are effective at identifying both micro- and macro-level LCS patterns, revealing the
various relations of exteriority and interiority that permeate genres of student writing.
5.3 How can we identify LCS (linguistic, cultural, and substantive) patterns in student
writing?
Within Writing Studies, researchers at times rely on qualitative methods to research and
better understand student writing, at times ignoring the quantitative dimension. Conversely,
researchers who look simply at the statistics and quantitative data surrounding student writing
ignore the contextual and situated nature of writing, A writing analytics approach to research
seeks to measure and analyze the textual data to better understand the writing (Shum et al., 2016;
Moxley, et al., 2017; Lang et al., 2019; Palmquist, 2019) and student understanding of writing
skills (Shum et al., 2016), allowing the research to capture quantitative data and then interpret it
through more qualitative methods, instead of solely relying on the quantitative results. Without
the ability to do both qualitative and quantitative research on writing, researchers risk either
ignoring trends that are only distinguishable to computer-assisted technologies or erasing the
identity of both students and instructors.
In order to accomplish assessment using the methods outlined in this dissertation,
researchers need to structure the research site. This was done by identifying and targeting LCS
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patterns present within the corpus of student writing sampled. LCS patterns, as described by
Mislevy (2018), refer to the myriad of ways that individuals think and act in certain situations
based on a variety of activity patterns mediated by human behaviors over time. This research
recognizes writing as one form of human activity within “a complex adaptive system involving
interactions among and within individuals" (Mislevy, 2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020, p. 148)
“mediated by socially constructed practices, built around linguistic, cultural, and substantive
(LCS) patterns and representations” (Mislevy, 2018, p. 47). Complex adaptive system can get
unwieldy, as the name infers, so structuring the system—or what Deluze and Guattari
(1980/1987) called an assemblage—through LCS patterns, I was able to provide structure to a
complex assemblage of student writing knowledge through both a construct model (see “Chapter
3: Methods”; see Figure 3.1) as well as a variable model (see “Chapter 3: Methods”; see Table
3.1). These models were framed around LCS patterns, and this method created a structured
approach to researching student writing at USF and identifying student writing knowledge in a
variety of facets.
Using LCS patterns as targets of research helped to structure the research site, but
without curricular materials, identifying these patterns would have be difficult. If, as Mislevy
(2018) claimed, ‘[e]very meaningful action contains all of them” (p. 3), then LCS patterns can
reveal any and all types of meaningful action within writing. This research looked to the
constructed response tasks and other curricular materials to isolate and target specific LCS
patterns, such as language use, genre knowledge, audience knowledge, threshold concept
knowledge, and task knowledge. These patterns were localized patterns that were identified
through the curricular materials collected, such as constructed response tasks, rubrics, as well as
research and literature that inspired the curriculum (CWPA., 2008; CWPA, NCTE, & NWP.,
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2012; White et al., 2015). Benefitting from a transparent curricular design (“Mapping the
Writing Construct”, 2019), this research provided an abundance of context in which to derive
targeted LCS patterns; however, all curricula will not be so transparent. Identifying LCS patterns
for analysis within any curriculum needs to be guided by the curriculum.
In sum, identification of LCS patterns can be accomplished by writing researchers only
through a full understanding of the situation in which the students were asked to communicate.
By fully investigating the research site through collection of documents and pedagogical
materials, researchers can better understand the intricacies of the research site, leading to
identification of meaningful LCS patterns. This research, for example, collected materials such
as the standard syllabus, three genre-specific constructed response tasks, rubrics for each task, as
well as a glossary of class terminology created specifically for the course. Without these
materials, identifying LCS patterns for this research would have been impossible to accomplish.
5.4 How can these LCS patterns highlight student writing knowledge (re)circulation?
The lens of LCS patterns enabled me to identify and target the variables and facets of
variables by providing a structured approach to analysis. RAND-Lex identifies 119 language
categories of student writing, but not all of them would have been useful to this research. To
identify the features of student writing knowledge, this research used LCS patterns to refine the
linguistic patterns that were present, further refining the targets of analysis to 15 language
categories (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Tables 4.1 & 4.2). According to Mislevy and Elliot
(2020), “Linguistic patterns . . . span lexicon and syntax; there are typical uses of given words
and structures, but every situated meaning depends on context, users’ intentions and hearers’
expectations, and the interpersonal functions they serve” (p. 149). These 15 granular language
categories were specifically mapped to student writing knowledge through the curricular
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materials collected as well as the literature that guided its instantiation. Grounding the targets of
this linguistic analysis in context was imperative, since without the context we can not
understand the uses student writing knowledge.
Cultural patterns also helped me to identify student writing knowledge through refining
the student writing data. Mislevy and Elliot (2020) claimed that “[g]enres are examples of
cultural patterns— encompassing typical ways people structure writing but intertwined with
kinds of purposes and uses people have in recurring kinds of social situations” (p. 149). Out of
the 119 language categories within RAND-Lex, the framework of cultural patterns helped to
identify and isolate 54 granular language categories for this research, specifically focused on
genre-specific discourse patterns and rhetorical strategies, eliminating noise from other language
categories identified within RAND-Lex.
In addition, the researcher also targeted glossary terminology from the course glossary
provided (see Appendix C), drawn directly from the curricular materials collected. These 54
granular language categories and glossary terminology targeted were both mapped to student
writing knowledge through the curricular materials collected and guiding literature. Linguistic
and cultural patterns, then, enabled this researched to be targeted and focused, highlighting a
variety of student writing knowledge within the USF corpus.
Substantive patterns also helped to isolate student writing knowledge through more
macro-level analysis. According to Mislevy & Elliot (2020), “Substantive patterns address
knowledge structures and activity structures in the social and physical world, from repairing
toasters to greeting friends to writing research proposals” (p. 149). This research identified
clusters of substantive student writing knowledge within the corpus through understanding the
themes that emerged within each genre. Understanding those themes was essential to
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understanding student task knowledge, and by understanding the themes that emerged from each
genre, this research was better able to understand student writing knowledge.
In sum, LCS patterns were essential to identifying the targeted student writing knowledge
within the USF corpus. They are part of the curricular assemblage being investigated, serving as
a way to structure the research in ways that made purposeful targeting of student writing
knowledge possible. Also, since LCS patterns are ingrained in human activity, such as student
writing, and are complex systems, structuring this research through the frameworks of LCS
patterns allowed for an accurate representation of student writing knowledge within the USF
corpus.
5.5 What predictor variables appear within the corpus genres that can help to identify
student knowledge (re)circulation?
Every rhetorical assemblage is dependent upon a variety of LCS patterns that are socially
situated, privileged, and often shrouded or completely out of view. LCS patterns helped to isolate
and structure this research in a way that highlighted variables of student knowledge
(re)circulation. Overall, seven variables of student knowledge (re)circulation were selected for
this research: 1) epistemic stance (Aull, 2020), 2) attitudinal stance (Hyland & Jiang, 2016), 3)
interpersonal stance (Pavalanathan et al., 2017), 4) genre-specific discourse patterns (Aull,
2020), 5) rhetorical strategies (CWPA, 2008), 6) threshold-concept knowledge, and 7) task
knowledge (Blei et al., 2003). There seven variables also produced twelve facets of variables: 1)
certainty markers, 2) affect, 3) values, 4) social relationships, 5) narrative, 6) expository, 7)
reflective, 8) evidence use, 9) emotion, 10) reasoning, 11) threshold terms, and 12) variation.
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These variables and facets, when structured by LCS patterns, allowed for both micro- and macrolevel analysis of the USF corpus.
In sum, this research compared each of the three USF genres: 1) narrative, 2) expository,
and 3) reflection, to each other as well as to the MICUSP (Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level
Student Papers). An analysis of each genre was conducted using these predictor variables,
accompanied by their facets, as targets, structure through the framework of LCS patterns. The
goal of this discussion is to highlight various genre specific LCS patterns that appeared at
statistically significant levels of difference between the genres. With these findings, revisions to
the current curriculum could be carried out to improve pedagogical instruction of the constructed
response tasks. These results could also lead to localized curricular revisions that are guided by
quantitative data and qualitative interpretation of the results. What follows is a discussion of the
key findings for each genre, followed by findings when the genres were compared to the upperdivision student writing of the MICUSP, and finally other key findings that are not genre
specific.
5.5.1 Narrative Genre
The first constructed response task within the USF corpus was a literacy narrative. The
task prompt was intentionally vague, leaving students to learn more about the genre before
engaging with it. This task asked students “to consider [their] relation to and with literacy” and
to “take a deeper dive into the exploration of individual and collective communication practices
and processes—all with the intention of understanding and developing the main character in
[their] story” (see Appendix B; see section B.1). This assignment was built around the discourse
community of the Digital Archive of Literacy Narratives (DALN), expecting students to become
literate in the genre through examples and tasks. The task prompt that the assignment “builds to
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the delivery of a 750-1000 word Literacy Narrative”. The narrative genre tasks that were
collected with the USF corpus showed distinct patterns that made this assemblage unique from
the expository and reflective genres. The narrative genre contained many more markers for
attitudinal stance, temporality, and general sentiment, as well as specific n-gram and bi-gram
patterns that could be used to make inferences about student threshold concept knowledge within
the narrative task, a nested assemblage within the curricular assemblage of USF. This section
will focus on these distinct patterns and their characteristics with the narrative genre.
5.5.1.1 Attitudinal Stance.
The narrative genre exceeded most other genres at statistically significant levels in terms
of student language use knowledge within their writing, specifically in terms of the targeted
attitudinal stance markers. Many effect sizes, especially when compared to the expository genre,
were large, leading to an identifiable trend. Personal disclosure (see Figure 5.1), personal
thinking (see Figure 5.2), and autobiographical markers (see Figure 5.3) were very high in the
narrative genre when compared to the other USF genres, but the narrative genre exceeded the
other genres in many of the attitudinal stance markers overall. According to Hyland and Jiang
(2016) “Attitudinal stance indicates the writer’s affective, rather than epistemic perspectives, and
includes evaluations and personal feelings as he or she comments on the material under
discussion (interestingly, surprisingly) or on the communication itself (e.g., honestly, in truth). . .
. [and] it is most explicitly signaled by attitude markers such as attitude verbs (e.g., agree,
prefer), sentence adverbs (unfortunately, hopefully), and adjectives (appropriate, logical)” (pp.
261-262). The narrative genre, then, markedly contains more evaluation and personal feeling
markers when compared to the other USF genres.
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To understand the use of these attitudinal stance markers in the narrative assignment, we
need to better understand what the constructed response task asked of the students. Students were
asked to construct a literacy narrative that focused on “experiences learning to read, write, and
generally communicate with the world around them” (DALN). Figures 5.1-5.3 below provide
samples of the attitudinal stance markers that appeared in the narrative genre. As the figures
above show, this assignment was focused on students’ personal experiences with literacy. This
task elicits students’ personal feelings and evaluations of experiences, which would explain the
elevated attitudinal stance markers. Phrases such as “I realized” and “I thought” address students
disclosing the details of their personal stories, while words such as “intention”, “focused”, and

Figure 5.1. Sample of Personal Disclosure Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

Figure 5.2. Sample of Personal Thinking Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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Figure 5.3. Sample of Autobiographical Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

“understand” focus on student thinking patterns. The autobiographical markers, which focus on
words with self-reference (e.g., “when I was”, “my parents”) reference a type of storytelling
from a first-person perspective. These markers appeared more often in the narrative genre most
likely due to the prompt and genre itself. The genre of narrative does elicit personal writing and
personal storytelling, so these results make sense.
These results could be very useful as pedagogical knowledge for instructors, allowing
instructors to better approach instruction of this assignment with a focus on student commentary
and personal reference. Although narratives themselves elicit personal language markers, the
literacy narrative at USF elicits attitudinal stance markers that distinguish it from other genres, so
better understanding effective use of these markers is of pedagogical significance.
5.5.1.2 Temporal Patterns.
Other findings from this research within the narrative genre concern genre knowledge,
specifically genre-specific discourse patterns. The narrative genre contained quite a few language
patterns that appeared at statistically significant levels with large effect sizes. Markers, such as
biographical time (see Figure 5.4), scene shift (see Figure 5.5), looking back (see Figure 5.6),
time duration (see Figure 5.7), time shift (see Figure 5.8), and subjective time (see Figure 5.9),
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Figure 5.4. Sample of Biographical Time Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

Figure 5.5. Sample of Scene Shift Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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Figure 5.6. Sample of Looking Back Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

Figure 5.7. Sample of Time Duration Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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Figure 5.8. Sample of Time Shift Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

Figure 5.9. Sample of Subjective Time Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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appeared more often in the narrative genre than the other USF genres. The markers are indicative
of the genre, meaning they showcase the typical genre expectations of a narrative. All markers,
except for narrative verbs, reference temporal aspects. This means that within the narrative
genre, there are many more references to time and temporal aspects than in the other USF genres.
These temporal references and markers that appeared more often in the narrative genre
reveal a pattern. The temporal patterns that emerge are those of looking into the past more than
the future. This falls in line with the genre of narrative writing, especially in terms of a literacy
narrative, because the students were asked to reflect upon a past event in which they learned how
to participate in a type of literacy. The assignment is inherently focused on past events, leading
students to use language patterns that look to the past, such as “at a young age”, “for the last two
months”, and “at that time”, as well as other temporal language patterns. This finding is
reinforced by the goal of the task, leading to a better understanding of how students used
temporal language patterns within their narrative writing.
These findings could be pedagogically useful as well for the USF curriculum in terms of
introducing to and instructing students on stylistic ways to integrate temporal language patterns
into their own narrative writing. Within the figures above, we see that students at times
incorporate these temporal patterns in ways that are detrimental to the flow of their writing,
creating prose that is unfocused and sporadic. By further investigating these temporal aspects, we
could provide instructional strategies to teach students how to better organize their narratives in a
temporal fashion, leading to more engagement with their audience and more effective prose in
terms of rhetorical efficacy. Although these strategies are beyond the scope of this research,
these patterns of temporal markers within the narrative genre reveal that students could benefit
from better instruction of temporal organization. Also, students could benefit from learning
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various strategies that show temporal change within narratives, and these markers could serve as
examples of how to accomplish the constructed response task.
5.5.1.3 Sentiment.
One surprising result from this analysis within the facet of emotion was that the narrative
genre contained more markers for both general negativity (see Figure 5.10) and general positivity
(see Figure 5.11). Compared to both USF genres, these markers appeared within the narrative
genre at statistically significant levels with large effect sizes. This could be considered a
sentiment analysis, measuring the general emotional feeling of the text. So, these results showed
that students felt mixed emotions within their literacy narratives about the subject matter of the
task.

Figure 5.10. Sample of General Negativity Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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In terms of general negativity markers, we see Figure 5.10 displaying many of the
associated negativity markers concerning their personal feelings while acquiring a form of
literacy. Phrase like “it was hard for” and “I did not like” pervade the document, illuminating the
difficulty this student faced during this process. Interestingly enough, at the end of many of these
narratives, the general emotional feel turns back to positive, and we see less negativity markers
within that portion of text. This seems to be a common theme within these narratives; gaining
literacy was difficult, but through perseverance and effort, it was a generally positive
accomplishment.

Figure 5.11. Sample of General Positivity Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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The narrative genre also contained significantly more general positivity markers than the
other two USF genres. This finding reveals the other dominant thread of literacy narrative
assignments. Figure 5.11 shows a lot of general positivity markers that, like the general
negativity markers, depicts their journey of gaining literacy, but in this instance, it is presented in
a positive light instead of negative. Phrases such as “in love”, “attractions”, and “infatuation”
describe the author’s emotional frame-of-mind during the process of gaining literacy in a
positive manner. The text from this figure also includes general positivity markers while
discussing the subject matter itself, the book PS I love you. The subject matter discusses the book
in ways that relate love and affection from the book to an idealistic vision of what love in real
life should be. This love literacy includes a lot of general positivity markers, as would be
expected.
Having both general positivity as well as general negativity markers within the literacy
narrative assignment seems indicative of the genre as well. Students would have both positive
and negative feeling depending on their personal experiences with the literacy they discuss.
Pedagogically, this sems like an important finding. Knowing that student response to this
assignment included negative, positive, or a mixture of the two emotions allows instructors to
teach to the expectations of the assignment. By clarifying to students that emotional input is a
feature of the genre, students could focus more on inserting their personal feelings into the task.
Focusing instruction of the task on this and other genre patterns identified within this research
could provide students with more specific guidance for accomplishing the task successfully,
increasing their writing knowledge. Although successful completion of task is more than just
adhering to genre patterns, a more thorough idea of the genre expectations of the task would
surely be beneficial to students.
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5.5.1.4 Keyness.
The last notable results for the narrative genre that I will discuss concerns student
threshold concept knowledge, specifically concerning student use of glossary terminology. As
previously mentioned, all students had access to a glossary created by the composition program
that included specialized discourse that would be included in the class through tasks, readings, or
both. The analysis of n-grams within the narrative genre (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Table
4.7) showed that words like “audience”, “fiction”, and nonfiction” appeared most at statistically
significant levels. The most significant n-gram (“narrative”), which appeared in 34.59% of the
corpus was mainly used within the heading or header of the essay, rendering it insignificant in
the context of this study. These targeted n-grams and bi-grams shed light on the aboutness of the
genre, leading to a richer understanding of the genre in localized contexts.
The n-gram “audience” appeared within the narrative genre 118 times (5.72%). The
course glossary said that “[a]udience is always an important consideration in any
communication. If the goal of a speaker or writer is to communicate, the receiver of the
communication must be taken into consideration. . . . the individual with whom you are
communicating is your primary audience and your main consideration. (see Appendix C; see
“Audience”), and the task specified that “you are the primary audience for your writing,
specifically for a narrative genre, but your peers in the course and the Instructor will also serve as
audiences” (see Appendix B; see section B.1). This glossary term describes to students what
audience is in relation to writing and the tasks for the course. Within the narrative genre, students
used “audience” in ways that signaled an attention to the audience in terms of rhetorical
considerations. The results of the keyness analysis on the word “audience” are shown in Figure
5.12 (below). The string “able to communicate to the audience of the meaning of each” discusses
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the rhetorical strategies included to effectively communicate meaning to the audience, while the
string “aimed toward a more general audience lessened the negative stigma around” discusses
the rhetorical decisions made to appropriately present material to an audience. This term
appearing so frequently in the text underscores the importance of audience within the literacy
narrative and the course as a whole, especially with the inclusion of the term within the course
glossary. The key word analysis points to student understanding of the glossary definition and a
reflection on the rhetorical decisions necessary in order to effectively reach an audience.

Figure 5.12. Concordance Results for “Audience” Within the Narrative Genre.

The n-gram “fiction” (see Figure 5.13) was also present at statistically significant levels
within the narrative genre, appearing 224 times (9.34%). The concordance analysis of “fiction”
shows that many students were especially focused on their literacy in terms of being engaged by
fictional texts, especially the bigram “historical fiction”, which appeared 10 times in the
narrative genre texts. The course glossary defines “fiction” as “[a]ny writing that talks about
imaginary characters and situations rather than describing real ones. The boundaries between
fiction and nonfiction are sometimes difficult to ascertain, especially in the case of biographies,
historical novels, and autobiographical fiction”. The fact that historical fictions appeared ten
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times at the very least shows that students were aware of the glossary terminology and tried to
engage with it. However, students did split the word “nonfiction” into “non fiction” nine times in
the texts, but “fiction” still appeared in approximately 9% of the corpus. This shows that the
narrative genre contained a lot of discussion about how fiction affected students’ literacy.

Figure 5.13. Concordance Results for “Fiction” Within the Narrative Genre.

In addition to “audience” and “fiction”, the n-grams “genre” (6.1%) (see Figure 5.14) and
“genres” (5.05%) (see Figure 5.15) also appeared at statistically significant levels in the narrative
texts for a total of 197 times. The concordance analysis of “genre” displays an attention to
specific genres, such as “the supernatural genre”, “dystopias”, science fiction”, and “poetry”,
while the n-gram “genres” seems to focus more on genre theory and understanding of genres as
dynamic and part of discourse. The course glossary defines genres as “forms of expression.
Within these forms, individual intention interacts with audience expectations . . . Broadly
speaking, then, genres are windows into discourse communities: The more we understand about
genre, the better we are able to meet audience expectations in specific settings”. With “genre”.
We see it used more with attention to genres that created students’ literacy narrative, while

206

“genres” seems to refer more to the concept of genre, aligning more with the definition from the
glossary.

Figure 5.14. Concordance Results for “Genre” Within the Narrative Genre.

Figure 5.15. Concordance Results for “Genres” Within the Narrative Genre.

In addition to n-grams, this research also targeted bi- and tri-grams (see “Chapter 4:
Results”; see Table 4.8), although no tri-grams existed within the narrative genre at statistically
significant levels. Bi-grams such as “discourse community”(n = 105), “discourse communities”
(n = 16), “critical thinking” (n = 18), “think critically” (n = 12), and “language arts” (n = 37) all
appeared at statistically significant levels are were deemed interesting enough to discuss.
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Although other bi-grams appear at significant levels, these the targeted bi-grams discussed next
appear most frequently within the texts with statistical significance.
Upon further analysis of the narrative texts, the bi-grams “discourse communit(y/ies)”
were only used accidentally within the narrative genre texts. Some students uploaded the
expository assignment to the narrative assignment link, causing terminology like “discourse
communit(y/ies)” to appear at significant levels, So, these two bi-grams will be discarded. This
occurrence does, however, reinforce the notion of technological methods being used in tandem
with human analysis when interpreting student writing data for pedagogical or programmatic
assessment and revision. If I had made an assumption that these bi-grams reflected that the
values of the course and its focus on discourse communities were pervasive early on in the
semester and were not simply flaws in the data, decisions could have been made that impacted
student learning in consequential ways.
The bi-grams “critical thinking” and “think critically” appeared with the narrative genre a
combined total of 30 times, and both appeared at statistically significant levels. The course
glossary defines “critical thinking” as “the intellectual process that involves analyzing
information objectively and making a rational judgement after evaluating the evidence in
sources. Good critical thinkers are able to draw logical conclusions and to distinguish between
useful and useless details when they make a decision”. An analysis of the narrative texts revealed
that students used this term appropriately at times. For example, one student stated: “While my
math skills developed, my problem solving and critical thinking skills developed as well. Our
teacher would give us problems on a lesson she hadn’t taught yet to see if we could figure them
out”. This student is referring to drawing logical conclusions based upon analyzing information
objectively, which coincides with the definition. Similarly, another student said: “This is because
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I was able to put my analytical and critical thinking skills into action by writing down and
remembering the information of all the details given, organizing and classifying them out to
determine what’s going to happen later on in the story, who has started it, and how is it going to
end”. This was a positive finding because the phrase “critical thinking” is often shrouded from
the students, leaving them to guess what exactly we mean when we use the expression.
However, many students did not use “critical thinking” in a way that showed their
engagement with the term. In the narrative texts, there are many examples of students using the
term without providing context for how critical thinking was used or instilled; they seemed to
have been simply using the term without fulling understanding it. For example, one student said:
“While I may not have been affected in the same way as others by reading and writing I became
literate in non verbal communication, communicating with foreign vocabulary, and critical
thinking. For that I am very thankful I am able to participate in Jiu Jitsu”. This use of “critical
thinking” in context reveals that the student more than likely meant that learned to be fluent in
the fighting styles of Jiu Jitsu to the point where he was able to anticipate other people’s actions.
Although a type of thinking process, this does not mesh with the glossary definition. One thing
that these results show is that instructors need to be precise with terminology so that students
both understand and can use course terminology in effective ways.
Although some uses of “critical thinking” were not in line with the glossary definition,
when students used “think critically”, they used this term accurately the vast majority of the
time. For example, one student said: “I believe beginning to read from a young age helped to
develop my mind to think critically and effectively. It helped me learn to subconsciously
compartmentalize tasks and information, and to be able to execute on assignments with the
information”. This example highlights how students used this term more accurately throughout
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the narrative texts. This student learned to make well-reasoned assumptions based upon the
information at hand, leading to execution of the task. Another student said: “The purpose of this
journal was to make each of us think critically about the way we ran. My coach was not only
hoping this would make us faster but also wanted to teach us how to learn from mistakes we
made during ‘bad runs’ and apply our new knowledge in everything we do”. Again, this
example, although about sports, discussed making informed decisions based upon pertinent
evidence and information, leading to better outcomes than previously experienced. Students
tended to provide more context about and accurate definitions of “critical thinking” when using
the bi-gram “think critically”.
Lastly, the bigram “language arts”, appeared at statistically significant levels with the
narrative corpus, appearing 37 times throughout. The course glossary defined “language arts” as
“The study of grammar and composition features that is usually done in elementary and middle
school. Language arts instruction is typically a combination of reading, writing, speaking, and
listening, viewing, and visually representing”. Student use of this bi-gram was relatively
straightforward in that every instance was discussing their school classes and how it helped them
achieve literacy, so it fits well into the definition in the glossary; however, the glossary was
created for instructor and student use, so that terminology was clearly defined and standardized,
leading to clarity. One student wrote: “Another significant experience that impacted the person I
am today is the popcorn reading I did in middle school in my Language Arts class”,
and another student wrote: “Although, my poems were mainly for personal use, one day, I wrote
a particularly compelling poem and allowed my language arts teacher to read it and give me her
opinion on it”. This bi-gram seems to be used by students not as the definition intended—
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although it does point to earlier periods of educational schooling—but instead as a way to
highlight experiences within their writing and coursework earlier in their lives.
In sum, this research shows that there are both micro- and macro level patterns of the
narrative genre within USF’s curricular assemblage that students use frequently when
completing the literacy narrative task. Higher levels of attitudinal stance, which deals with
personal experiences and evaluations, reveal that students incorporated their own unique
recollections into the text. Also, temporal markers that deal with the past reveal that students
discussed past events, not present or future, as occurrences that shaped their literacy journeys.
The incorporation of both positivity and negativity markers in high abouts reveal that students
had mixed feelings about what led them to becoming literate, revealing the difficulties and
rewards of literacy. And lastly, the keyness analysis revealed n-grams and bi-grams present
within the narrative genre that are indicative of the assignment, leading to a stringer
understanding of student threshold concept knowledge, but it also helped to reinforce the need
for technological methods, such as the ones deployed in this research, to be paired with human
analysis so that inferences and decisions are not made on faulty results and data. By
understanding the patterns present within the narrative as well as the expository and reflective
genres, instructors and WPAs present within the curricular assemblage can better isolate,
critique, and revise the curriculum based upon the patterns and features they believe are
beneficial and/or detrimental to student learning outcomes within each genre assemblage.
5.5.2 Expository Genre
The second constructed response task was the expository overview. This task was a
1,000-1,200-word essay that required students to find their own discourse community (DC) to
investigate. Students then had to identify and analyze “the literacy practices of [this] discourse
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community by addressing the organizing question: How does this discourse community use
writing to communicate?” This task asked students to (re)circulate their knowledge about DCs
from the narrative task and to then expand upon this knowledge by seeking out new and unique
DCs to investigate (see Appendix B; see section B.2). This assignment encouraged students to
“look at specific literacy practices, the practices that construct larger literacies, and how they
function to create and cultivate communication within a group”. This assignment required
students to seek out materials disseminated by the DC in order to better understand the specific
communicative practices used within the group. However, there were not a lot of stance patterns
that appeared at statistically significant levels within the expository genre. The results do reveal a
few statistically significant patterns, such as social closeness, specifiers, authority sources,
looking ahead, and abstract concept markers, but they also reveal some anomalies within the
variable facet values. As well, the keyness analysis of this nested assemblage within the
curricular assemblage revealed patterns of student threshold concept knowledge through their
engagement with the specialized discourse of the task and required source material discussing
DCs.
5.5.2.1 Social Relationships.
One interesting granular pattern found within the expository genre was social closeness.
The expository genre exceeded all other USF genres at statistically significant levels with large
effect sizes in terms of social closeness markers. Defined as “[t]he use of inclusive words (e.g.,
‘among our,’ ‘as Americans’). Someone feels a sense of social belonging, fellow feeling, or likemindedness and is expressing it”, this marker seems apt for the expository genre based on the
curricular task prompt. Students were supposed to immerse themselves in the DC that they
chose, enabling students to become part of the community. Words and phrases like “our”,
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“team”, “community”, “we”, and “one for all” (see Figure 5.16) carry with them an inherent
sense of belonging to a group, so I would argue that this granular pattern is not specific to the
expository genre but is, instead, specific to the task students were asked to complete. However,
as a localized granular pattern, instructors and WPAs could use this information pedagogically in
order to instruct students of the various patterns available to depict their interpersonal
relationship(s) with the DC they chose, potentially leading to more effective prose for this task.

Figure 5.16. Sample of Social Closeness Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

Another interesting finding within the facet of values is that social responsibility markers,
markers you would expect to appear within the expository genre based upon its prompt, appear
evenly in both the expository and narrative genres. It is interesting that social responsibility
markers, defined as “[r]esponsibility in the second person (e.g. you are responsible) overlaps
with confrontation”, appear as often in the narrative as the expository; there is no statistical
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significance between these two genres. Based on RAND-Lex’s definition, both the genres (see
Figure 5.17 & 5.18) actually use these markers predominantly in the first- and third-person, not
the second. From the expository genre, we get phrases like “The governor is not only responsible
for” and “another can be in charge of”, while in the narrative genre we see phrases like “some
who takes control of” and “I have trained myself to take notes”. There is one phrase that uses
second-person in Figure 5.18, but all other examples are either first- or third-person. So,
arguable, this marker within RAND-Lex could be useful for genre-related understanding of
curricular language patterns, these particular identified patterns focus on social responsibility in a
more global sense, not just second-person. This makes more sense why there is no statistically
significant difference between the expository and narrative genres. Both genres focus on
responsibility; the expository focuses on other people’s responsibilities (third-person) while the
narrative genre focuses more on individual responsibilities (first-person).

Figure 5.17. Sample of Social Responsibility Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.
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Figure 5.18. Sample of Social Responsibility Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

Public virtue markers also appeared equally throughout the expository and narrative
genres. Defined as “[t]he public standards and goods most audiences believe in (e.g., justice,
happiness, fairness, the good)”, you would, again, expect to find more of these markers within
the expository genre due to its focus on public communities. However, since the prompt of the
narrative genre deals with literacy skills (a public standard), the narrative genre and the
expository genre had no statistically significant differences. The expository genre used words
and phrases such as “providing social” and “to help”, (see Figure 5.19) while the narrative genre
used phrases such as “knew how to” and “literacy skills” (see Figure 5.20). Through these
examples, the results seem to be skewed for public virtue markers in that the n-gram “literacy”
skews the statistical data.
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Figure 5.19. Sample of Public Virtue Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

Figure 5.20. Sample of Public Virtue Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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In terms of stance patterns targeted within this research, the expository genre did not
contain many markers that had large effect sizes when compared to the other USF genres. Also,
this analysis revealed some flaws with the data, but with the help of human interpretations, these
results, again, can be interpreted more thoroughly, revealing anomalies and distorted statistics as
well as productive knowledge about the expository genre and task.
5.5.2.2 Genre-Specific Discourse Patterns.
The analysis of expository genre-specific discourse patterns, however, did reveal some
statistically significant differences with large effect sizes between the genres, but unlike the
results of the narrative genre, no themes emerged within the expository genre analysis. Specifier
(see Figure 5.21), authority source (see Figure 5.22), looking ahead (see Figure 5.23), and
abstract concept (see Figure 5.24) markers all appeared more often and had statistically
significant differences with large effect sizes when compared to the other USF genres.
Specifier markers, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating more specific or more
restricted information is to come (e.g., ‘in particular,’ ‘more specifically’)”, appeared within the
expository genre at statistically significant levels with large effect sizes when compared to the
other USF genres. These markers were used by students to expand upon previously mentioned
nouns, such as “types of so-called communities”, “particular communicative patterns”, and “in
the fields of engineering”. These markers go more into depth about the specifics of nouns within
the text, providing the audience with supplemental knowledge. These results reveal that students
went into more specific details within the expository genre when compared to the narrative and
reflective genres. Although this could be a result of the expectations for the three tasks, this
seems to be more of a genre-level feature, as opposed to a course-level feature. Therefore, this
feature may be genre specific. Pedagogically, this result seems useful for instructors and WPAs
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in that instructors could use this information to emphasize the level of specificity required for the
expository overview assignment. For WPAs, this information could lead to curricular revisions
to the tasks so that either the narrative and reflective tasks are refreshed to require more
specificity, or the expository task could be expanded upon to emphasize the use of specifiers
when including supplemental or essential details about nouns within the text.

Figure 5.21. Sample of Specifier Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

In addition to specifier markers, authority source markers, defined as “[t]he use of words
making direct reference to public or institutional authorities, already familiar and respected in the
culture (e.g., ‘the government’, ‘a grand jury’, ‘depth of knowledge’, ‘the courts’)”, also
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appeared within the expository genre at statistically significant levels with large effect sizes
when compared to the other USF genres. These markers were used by students when discussing
organizations and DCs that were the subject of their task. Phrases like “Student Government”,
“organization”, “government”, and “constitution” were all used to reference authority sources,
such as the Federal Government, the USF Student Government, and the USF Student
Government Constitution. These markers appear to be specific to the expository overview task,
not the genre itself. Since the task asked students to investigate DCs, these markers reveal that
students used these terms usually as simple reference to authoritative bodies and documents as a
way to address the task’s questions.

Figure 5.22. Sample of Authority Source Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.
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Additionally, looking ahead markers, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating the future
(e.g., in order to, look forward to, will be in New York)”, also appeared within the expository
genre at statistically significant levels with large effect sizes when compared to the other USF
genres. These markers were used by students often within the expository genre mostly in order to
show sequential reasoning. Phrases such as “in order to achieve [goals]”, “use writing as a way
to get their message across”, and “to do so they post on their Instagram page” all display
sequential relations to the prior or subsequent idea in the text. These markers appear to be both
genre- and task-specific. In terms of genre-specific markers, these phrases are more abundant in
the expository genre due to its presentation of important ideas and concepts. Showing sequential
reasoning is important for the audience in that it helps them understand the context of a situation
and what it leads to. In terms of task-specific markers, these markers appear within the
expository overview assignment, which asks students to investigate the communication
behaviors and patterns of their chosen DC. These markers are often used in the corpus to discuss
the reasoning behind the communicative choices of the DC.
Lastly, abstract concept markers, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating abstract
concepts (e.g., metaphysics), a category including a very large set of Latin (tion, sion, ment, ogy)
or Greek (logy) suffixes and other patterns indicating abstract general concepts, like sociological
or anthropological”, appeared within the expository genre at statistically significant levels with
large effects when compared to the other USF genres. Students used these markers significantly
throughout the expository overview task, and they appear to be used mostly to address the
written task. Words and phrase, such as “groups of”, “method”, “discourse”, “sense of”, and
“participatory mechanisms” were used to specify abstract concepts or specialized discourse
unique to the task. For instance, “participatory mechanisms” shows up frequently throughout the
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Figure 5.23. Sample of Looking Ahead Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

expository genre (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Table 4.10); however, this term is only used due
to the task asking students to engage with the Swales (2017) text. This marker seems to be
extremely task-specific and, therefore, very localized, as many of the granular patterns within the
corpus are.
These granular genre-specific discourse patterns for the expository genre reveal that there
are both genre-specific and task-specific markers that could be of use to instructors and WPAs.
Pedagogically, these results seem useful for instructors and WPAs in that instructors could use
this information to emphasize the level of specificity, authoritative nouns, sequential reasoning,
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and/or textual engagement with specific terminology and source material expected for the
expository overview assignment. For WPAs, this information could lead to curricular revisions
to the tasks so that either the narrative and reflective tasks are refreshed to require more of these
markers, or the expository task could be expanded upon to emphasize the use of these markers as
either successful or unsuccessful task accomplishment strategies.

Figure 5.24. Sample of Abstract Concept Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

5.5.2.3 Keyness.
Within the expository genre, there were many n-grams, bi-grams, and tri-grams that are
task-specific. N-grams such as “code”, “codes”, “genre”, “genres”, and “reflections” (see
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“Chapter 4: Results”; see Table 4.9), as well as bi-grams such as “discourse community” and
“discourse communities” and the tri-gram “channels such as” (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see
Table 4.10), all appear more often due the constructed response task and reading required to
complete the task. Many keyness results for the expository genre are present due to the task
requirement of using J. Swales’ (2017) source that revisits the author’s previous understanding of
what a discourse community is in light of advancing technologies. N-grams, such as “meme”,
“memes”, “nonverbal;”, “non-verbal”, and bigrams, such as “nonverbal communication” and
“non-verbal communication”, were also present only due to the influence of the task and Swales’
(2017) source but were not specifically present in the task or source. However, the n-grams
“voice”, “audience”, and “audiences” seem to be unique to this curricular assemblage and genre.
This following discussion will, then, focus on these keyness results for the expository genre,
drawing conclusions about student use of task-specific terminology.
A variety of keyness results were simply due to the task as well as the required reading
for the task. Students were required to use Swales’ (2017) article that discusses and updates the
requirements of what a discourse community is. So, the bigrams of “discourse community” and
“discourse communities” are over present due to these requirements. Also, bi-grams such as
“participatory mechanism(s)”, a very specialized phrase, was present in the Swales (2017)
source, and students used the terminology to be more precise within the task. Similarly, the trigram “channels such as”, the only tri-gram in the genre found to have statistical significance,
was only present due to this excerpt from the Swales (2017) source: “[W]e now need to
emphasize the roles of new digital channels, such as emails, blogs, tweets, etc.”. Student use of
this tri-gram was mainly direct quotes from the source. However, there are a few times when
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students refer to channels as organizational features within technological platforms such as Slack
and Discord.
Other n-grams that appeared at statistically significant levels, such as “code”, “codes”,
“genre”, “genres”, and “reflections” also appeared due to the Swales (2017) source. “Code(s)”,
according to Swales (2017), refers to the specific lexis that DCs have. Other terms, like genre(s),
were drew from Swales (2017) when he argued that all DCs have at least one specific genre that
helps it communicate and achieve goals. Lastly, “reflections” appeared at statistically significant
levels due to the n-gram being present in the source title: “Reflections on the concept of
discourse community”. Although these key words and phrases are influenced by the task, they
could very well be analyzed further in order to understand how students apply these terms within
their own writing, in a sense measuring student concept knowledge; however, this is beyond the
purview of this research.
In addition to the previously discussed key words in the expository genre, the n-grams
“nonverbal;” and “non-verbal” and bigrams, such as “nonverbal communication” and “nonverbal communication” also appeared at statistically significant levels in the expository genre.
As defined by course glossary, “Nonverbal communication is usually done by means of
gestures, facial expressions, and posture”. Influenced by Swales (2017), “nonverbal” (6.97%)
and “non-verbal” (4.88%) were used 279 times throughout the genre; however, 180 of those
times they appeared as the bi-gram “nonverbal communication” or “non-verbal communication”
(see Figure 5.25). The use of this term seems to be from curricular interpretation of Swales’s
(2017) idea of silential relations within a DC because the term appears in task “15.1 Discourse
Community Deep Dive”, one of many tasks student complete in preparation for the expository
overview task, but not directly in Swales (2017). Task 15.1, though, specifically asked students:
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“Are visual and nonverbal communication techniques established?”, so the use of “non/nonverbal communication” seems to be student task related.

Figure 5.25. Concordance Results for “Nonverbal” Within the Expository Genre.

One specific type of nonverbal communication that appeared at statistically significant
levels were the n-grams “meme” (2.01%) and “memes” (7.2%), appearing a combined total of
248 times in the expository genre. The course glossary defined a meme as “A humorous image,
video, work of art that is copied and shared online”. This word seems to be very task-specific, as
opposed to genre-specific, in that many students equate a meme with a form of silential relations.
For example, on student stated: “This meme might have just two lines but the silential relation
behind it expresses . . .”. Other students used meme to express a from of communication within
their DC (see Figure 5.26). For example, another student stated: “The occasional meme is also
sent in the chat, whether it be related to engineering or many of our other shared interests”.
Therefore, these n-grams seem to be used many times to express forms of communication within
the DC they are investigating, but we also find other uses throughout the genre as well.
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Figure 5.26. Concordance Results for “Memes” Within the Expository Genre.

Additionally, there were three other n-grams that appeared in the expository genre at
statistically significant levels that were minimally influenced by the task or Swales (2017)
source: “voice” and “audience(s)”. “Voice” (8.36%) appeared 153 times throughout the
expository genre, and it was defined in three ways: “1) A way of expression of a speaker in a
written work 2) Someone’s particular style that includes all the conventional choices he or she
makes 3) The pervasive human presence in every text that the audience senses as the driving
force behind the work”. Generally speaking, students used “voice” to express the ability for a
person or group’s opinion to be acknowledged (see Figure 5.27). For example, one student
claimed: “Student government helps students have a voice”. Students also used “voice” to refer
to their conscience or internal monologue. For example, one student stated: “They will help you
because when you read, the little voice in your head will tell you exactly what to do”. There were
also other uses of this n-gram throughout the text, but these were the two dominant strands of
thought appearing within the expository genre.
Similarly, “audience” (11.84%) and “audiences” (3.02%) appeared in the expository
genre a total of 296 times. “Audience(s)” is also used to express considerations of
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Figure 5.27. Concordance Results for “Voice” Within the Expository Genre.

discourse patterns. Also, many of the key words identified within the expository corpus were
drawn from the constructed response task and tasks leading up to the expository overview as
communication within a DC. For example, one student wrote: “All these communication
methods are unique and each reaches different audiences who are able to join and help the cause
of this organization”. Another student claimed: “A majority of the target audience for our posters
and other adverts might be familiar with . . . visual techniques [that] ensure that the audience has
a clear mental picture of the information that our discourse community is presenting to them.”
As you can see, student use of “audience(s)” within the expository overview dealt with
understanding the communicative decisions needed within their DC (see Figure 5.28). So, both
“voice” and “audience(s)” seem to be task-specific in that the expository overview asks students
to analyze a DC and discuss communication that occurs. Both of these n-grams, then, focus on
considerations and abilities to communicate while navigating the DC chosen.
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Figure 5.28. Concordance Results for “Audience” Within the Expository Genre.

In sum, these results show that there are very specific granular patterns that appear within
the expository genre, such as patterns of social relationships as well as other genre-specific
well as the Swales (2017) source that discusses the inherent communicative qualities of DCs in
the contemporary and technologically rich world. The keyness results here were very indicative
of student writing knowledge in terms of threshold concepts, and these results display the variety
of ways that students interacted with the expository overview task and the required use of source
material. Student usage of threshold concepts shows that students were trying to be precise in
their diction and selected specialized rhetoric and terminology to express their engagement and
understanding of the task. Lastly, an interesting note is that as the students progress through this
sequence of tasks in the curricular assemblage, student threshold concept knowledge—revealed
through keyness analysis—seems to get more in depth, potentially highlighting an increase in
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student writing knowledge. This will be further analyzed within the reflective genre analysis that
follows.
5.5.3 Reflective Genre
The final constructed response task of the curricular assemblage was the textual
evaluation. This task was a 1,000-1,200-word meta-reflective essay that asked students to
evaluate three different samples of their own writing and to pay close attention to “how spaces
construct groups and literacy practices and specifically at how [they] have made moves through
writing to connect space, audience, and intention”. This meta-reflection builds upon the prior
tasks by asking students to reflect on their own personal communication practices within DC
spaces and rhetorical situations they have experienced. This task specifically asked students:
“What intentional shifts were made to communicate across spaces?” (see Appendix B; see
section B.3). The tasks collected showed distinct patterns such as the academic language markers
of communicator role and linguistic references, as well as genre-specific discourse patterns, such
as comparison and substitution markers. Additionally, through this research, I was able to isolate
patterns of specialized knowledge of threshold concepts that students had gradually acquired
throughout the course. The discussion that follows will expound upon these results.
5.5.3.1 Academic Language.
Two academic language patterns (categorized by RAND-Lex) appeared within the
reflective genre at statistically significant levels and with large effect sizes when compared to the
other two USF genres: communicator role and linguistic references. The appearance of these two
academic language patterns within the reflective genre is noteworthy. In addition, a third marker
(metadiscourse) also appeared within the reflective genre, but the effect sizes were smaller and,
therefore, will not be discussed. Within this research, the facet of evidence use contains the
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majority of the markers within the academic language category. The expository genre also
contains one of these markers (abstract concepts). The appearance of academic language patterns
within the reflective genre and their relevance, then, will be further analyzed within this section.
The first marker, communicator role, defined as “[t]he use of words referencing a formal
communication situation (e.g.. ‘speaker’ ‘listener’ ‘audience’)”, appeared at statistically
significant levels with large effect sizes when compared to the other USF genres. Words such as
“writer”, “reader”, and “audience” appear frequently in the genre (see Figure 5.29). This is more
than likely influenced by the task, as these words do signal that students are reflecting on
rhetorical considerations.

Figure 5.29. Sample of Communicator Role Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.
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In addition to communicator role markers, linguistic reference markers, defined as “[t]he
use of words referencing language objects (e.g., noun, verb, adjective, play, novel, poem,
prose)”, also appear at statistically significant levels with large effect size when compared to the
other USF genres. Words and phrases such as “language”, “code”, “grammar”, and “sentence
structure” are abundant within this genre. Instead of reflection on rhetorical goals, this marker
seems to identify reflection on linguistic and word level patterns. Words such as “code” are
referencing “code meshing” (see Figure 5.30) and the changes to language needed to address the
rhetorical goals of the author. So, this marker seems to be identifying student reflections of a
subtype of rhetorical decisions: sentence-level grammatical, stylistic, and syntactical choices.

Figure 5.30. Sample of Linguistic Reference Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.
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These academic language patterns not only display student reflection about rhetorical and
sentence-level decisions, but they also allow for a deeper understanding of the reflective genre
within the curricular assemblage and the ways that students use their academic writing
knowledge to reflect on the decisions needed when encountering a communicative situation.
Therefore, these findings could be very useful for instructors in terms of identifying academic
language patterns and analyzing student engagement with communicative reflection, a goal of
this constructed response task. It could also help researchers better understand student rhetorical
and stylistic knowledge by the end of the course.
5.5.3.2 Genre-Specific Discourse Patterns.
In addition to the academic language patterns identified in the reflective genre, this
research also identified two additional language patterns. Defined as “[t]he use of words
indicating conceptual similarity and difference, like ‘more’ or ‘fewer’”, comparison markers
were identified within the reflective genre and appeared at statistically significant levels with
large effect sizes when compared to the other two USF genres. Words and phrases such as “is
different from”, “compared to”, “younger”, and “more” reveal that students are using much more
comparative language within the reflective genre to compare communicative strategies used in
differing situations.
Finally, defined as “[t]he use of words indicating substitution (e.g., goes in to replace)”,
substitution markers also appeared at statistically significant levels with large effect sizes when
compared to the other USF genres. Words such as “rather” and “switch” within the reflective
genre were used to explain differing rhetorical decision needed when shifting from one form of
communication to another, as the prompt asked. Also, the term “code switching”, a threshold
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concept, appears quite frequently, displaying student engagement with the course terminology
and previous curricular materials.

Figure 5.31. Sample of Comparison Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.

Figure 5.32. Sample of Substitution Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.
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These granular language patterns identified within the reflective genre reflect the goals of
the constructed response task in many ways. Students reflected on the rhetorical decisions they
were asked to evaluate, the sentence-level and stylistic decisions they made, and compared the
various shifts that were required to communicate in different spaces. These results reveal that in
many ways the task was successful, revealing student writing knowledge, especially as it relates
to communicative decision making. In essence, that is what reflective writing is, so we could
argue that these language patterns are indicative of the reflective genre when the reflective
subject is focused on writing itself. Specialized terminology that appeared within this research of
the reflective genre, such as “code switching”, will be further analyzed in the following section.
5.5.3.3 Keyness.
Within the expository genre, there were many n-grams and bi-grams that are taskspecific; however, there were too many to analyze individually, so I selected specific words and
phrases that appeared at statistically significant levels within the reflective genre that appeared
frequently in the corpus. N-grams such as “audience(s/’s)” and “moves” (see “Chapter 4:
Results”; see Table 4.11), as well as bi-grams such as “code meshing”/”code meshes”
[sometimes used as an n-gram: “code-mesh(ing)”] and “code switch(ed/es/ing)” [sometimes used
as an n-gram: “code-switch(ing)”] (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Table 4.12) will be analyzed in
order to better understand the threshold concept knowledge the students acquired throughout the
course.
The n-gram “audience(s/’s)” appeared in the keyness analysis across all genres. For the
reflective genre, “audience” (81.47%), “audiences” (43.57%), and “audience’s” (2.96%) appear a
total of 6,599 times. With this information, we can see students further reflect upon the decisions
they make when considering who their audience is. Phrases such as “depending on your
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audience” and “depending on the platform and audience” reinforce the notion that by the third
constructed response task, students have a thorough understanding of the threshold concept
“audience” and its utility for communicative consideration.

Figure 5.33. Concordance Results for “Audience” Within the Reflective Genre.

Another n-gram that appeared at statistically significant levels was “moves” (59.64%).
This n-gram appeared a total of 3,353 times within the reflective corpus. Defined by the course
glossary as “semantic units that reveal how a text adapts to the context of communication. Each
move of the text has a communicative purpose that is understood by the members of a certain
discourse community because it uses the codes of that community. The combination of moves
usually reveals the patterns of a certain discourse”. The use of the threshold concept “moves”,
then, would seem to signal student writing knowledge as it pertains to rhetorical decision
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effected during a communicative purpose. Students used phrases such as “moves we make across
distinct spaces” and “intentional shifts and different moves and codes are used”. As mentioned
before, the textual evaluation assignment asked students to consider intentional shifts that they
made when communicating in different spaces. Also, the textual evaluation task as well as task
24.1 within the curriculum specifically uses terminology such as “moves” to discuss rhetorical
strategies, so student use of this threshold concept seems to indicate the use of specialized
language that better clarifies their focus of analysis.

Figure 5.34. Concordance Results for “Moves” Within the Reflective Genre.

N-grams such as “code-mesh” (17 times; 1.35%) and “code-meshing” (165; 6.35%) as
well as bi-grams such as “code meshes” (22 times) and “code meshing” (1,827 times) also
appear at statistically significant levels within the reflective genre. The course glossary defined
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“code-meshing” as “the practice of combining different types of language (dialects, jargon, etc.)
in reading or writing”. Student engagement with this n-gram and bi-gram shows that, at times,
we do see students struggling with defining this threshold concept. For example, one student
said: “Another form of communicating is Code Meshing, this idea consists of intertwining ideas
in a group so that they all understand what is being said”. This student seems to be
misinterpreting how the bi-gram was defined within the glossary. Another student stated that:
“This space is where code meshing comes into play the most. During practice, I change the way I
talk to my coach at practice than my teammates”. This example is more accurate to the course
definition. These results show that although students are engaging with the course-specific
terminology thoroughly through the research genre, at times, their threshold concept knowledge
is weak.
Lastly, the n-grams “code-switch” (81 times; 4.57%), “code-switching” (447 times;
13.71%) as well as the bi-grams “code switch” (408 times), “code switched” (24 times), “code
switches” (87 times), and “code switching” (1,926) appear at statistically significant levels
within the reflective genre. Defined by the course glossary as “adapting one’s writing or
speaking style to the requirements of different audiences”. Similarly to “code meshing” we see
students misuse “code switching” at times. For example, one student wrote that “[p]eople use
code-switching to feel more comfortable in their different lives and use it to stay connected to the
changes around them”. This seems to be a misinterpretation of this threshold concept in that it
equates “code switching” with a coping mechanism, not a rhetorical move based upon audience.
However, the student does follow this statement up with “I make intentional shifts between
formal and informal writing when communicating with different people and across spaces such
as iMessage, email, and Snapchat”. This example seems to be much more in line with the course
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glossary definition of the bi-gram. This analysis shows that students are trying to engage with the
threshold concepts and terminology accompanies the curricular assemblage; however, they often
times misinterpret their applicability.
In sum, the results of these analyses show that the reflective genre has specific granular
patterns, such as academic language and genre-specific discourse markers, that are influenced by
both the genre as well as the task. However, these results are very applicable to reflective writing
as long as the focus of the assignment is a reflection about writing. Also, there are many n-grams
and bi-grams that are very genre- and task-specific, revealing observations of student threshold
concept knowledge across all genres as the course progresses. Student engagement with the
course terminology, as displayed by the keyness analysis results, throughout the assignments
only increased, revealing that students became more engaged with the threshold concept
terminology as the semester progressed, culminating in more engaged use of these concepts in
the reflective genre. These results could provide a way for both instructors as well as WPAs to
better track student acquisition of threshold concepts throughout the course.
5.5.4 MICUSP Comparisons
In addition to genre-specific features across the corpus, this research also compared these
three USF genres to an expert corpus: the Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level Student Papers
(MICUSP). This comparison helped to identify statistically significant differences between firstyear writing and upper-division student writing. Similar to Aull’s (2015;2020) studies on
prevalent features of first-year versus expert writers, this research attempted to better understand
the USF corpus of first-year writing and the three genres contained within it in order to better
understand the specific and individualized granular features that emerge when compared to an
expert corpus. Although there were many patterns that could be discussed, for the sake of
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brevity, this discussion will highlight two specific patterns that emerged when the USF and
MICUSP corpora were compared, specifically focused on the analysis of the variables epistemic
stance and attitudinal stance.
5.5.4.1 Epistemic Stance.
The comparison of the MICUSP to the three USF genres revealed patterns of epistemic
stance that were previously analyzed in Aull (2015) and expanded upon in Aull (2020). These
previous research studies looked at variables of epistemic stance that my research builds upon.
Markers such as certainty (boosting), uncertainty (hedging), and generalization markers help to
display how the language students use affects dialogic space. As Aull (2020) explained, hedges
“open dialogic space by leaving room for exceptions” (p.31). In contrast, boosters increase
certainty and “close dialogic space” by creating “full epistemic commitment” (p. 31), meaning
they leave little room for error. Generalizations similarly close dialogic space by “indicat[ing] a
statement applies beyond a specific context or example” (p. 31). What follows is a discussion of
the results of this analysis in a way that puts this research in conversation with the previous
research conducted on epistemic stance markers and adapts the results to the localized curricular
assemblage at USF.
There were more instances of boosting across the narrative and reflective genres when
compared to the MICUSP (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Table 4.1), with the highest amount in
the genre of reflective writing. The samples below (see Figures 5.35-5.38) display the variety of
certainty markers identified within the MICUSP and each USF genre. These results are in line
with the findings from Aull (2020) that first-year writers tend to boost statements within their
writing more often than upper-division writers, closing dialogic space and—at times—
overstating their stance. For example, one student in his Project 2 (Expository) essay wrote: “The
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overall goal of the company is obviously to make money, but it is also to cook food and reach out
to the community”. “[O]bviously” here is used as a booster to communicate to the audience that
making money is the top goal of the company; however, this may not necessarily be true, and if
it is false, the writing leaves no room for errors. The use of boosters in student writing closes
dialogic space in ways that could affect the writer’s credibility. By “presum[ing] too much
authority and go[ing] beyond the scope of the evidence [students] have to support them” (Aull,
2015, p. 4), boosters can affect both the believability of the discourse as well as the credibility of
the author, features that are highly valued in academic writing.
Additionally, the reflective genre has more variability than other genres with boosters.
The prompt for the textual evaluation task read: “[C]onstruct a Textual Evaluation in which you .
. . evaluate different texts you constructed for distinct audiences across discrete spaces” (see
Appendix B; see section B.3). Looking at a document from the textual evaluation task, we see the
writer is confident with the choices within the writing process that were made. The author wrote:
“This form of communication is completely different than social media, as I there is no
communication beyond question and answer. I always try to make sure my questions aren’t
answered on the syllabus or anything before I ask, as to make sure I’m not wasting the professors
time, or mine. I also make sure my questions get straight to the point and are easily
understandable, so that the professor knows exactly what I need help with and can answer it as
quick and as well as possible”. The author states that they “make sure” quite often,
communicating a confident tone to the audience. One possibility for this variability is that when
writing in a reflective genre such as Project 3, students have a varying array of confidence in
their own abilities.
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Figure 5.35. Sample of Certainty Markers Tagged within the MICUSP Corpus.

Figure 5.36. Sample of Certainty Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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Figure 5.37. Sample of Certainty Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

Figure 5.38. Sample of Certainty Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.
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The fact that there were no statistically significant differences between the MICUSP and
the expository genre is interesting. I say this because later on in this section, I discuss the variety
of ways that the expository and MICUSP are similar in regards to attitudinal stance.
Understanding how students open and close dialogic space through use of epistemic stance
markers can help writing researchers better understand the ways that assemblages of student
writing knowledge, such as epistemic stance, territorialize one genre and are then recoded and
recirculated across genres in different ways.
In addition to boosters, this research also compared the use of hedges within the MICUSP
to the three USF genres. The results showed that students used more hedges across all three USF
genres in statistically significant levels when compared to the MICUSP. The samples below (see
Figures 5.39-5.42) display the variety of certainty markers identified within the MICUSP and
each USF genre. The narrative genre contained the highest levels of uncertainty markers when
compared to the two USF genres, and the expository and reflective genres had no statistically
significant differences. This is contradictory to Aull’s (2020) findings that upper-level student
writers used more hedges than first-year writers. The results show that within this localized
curricular assemblage, the tasks may have influenced student booster use.
The narrative genre contained the most uncertainty markers when compared to all genres
as well as the MICUSP. As displayed by Figure 5.40, the narrative task elicits uncertainty in
many regards especially as it concerns uncertainty about details of the events and occurrences
they are discussing. This seems odd in that these stories are property of the students, so they
should be fully apprised of all the relevant details. Analysis of the narrative texts shows a lack of
detail by the students in regard to details. Some examples include: “I obviously didn’t know what
was fueling this obsession”, “When I can read whatever I chose it allows me to really open my
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Figure 5.39. Sample of Uncertainty Markers Tagged within the MICUSP Corpus.

Figure 5.40. Sample of Uncertainty Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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Figure 5.41. Sample of Uncertainty Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

Figure 5.42. Sample of Uncertainty Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.
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mind”, and “I was proud of it and wanted others to recognize that”. These sample as well as
other instances within the corpus reveal that first-year students tend to use hedging language
patterns in ways that make their writing vague. These instances do open dialogic space, but the
dialogic space should be more closed off in order to provide adequate details to the audience.
Additionally, uncertainty markers appearing at higher levels in the reflective genre than
the MICUSP is interesting due to the reflective genre also containing the most certainty markers.
When analyzing a document from the reflective genre, a student claimed, “I do not use proper
punctuation or grammar here, but I do sometimes use full sentences when needed so that my
parents can comprehend my writing” (italics for emphasis). In this example, we see the student
being more conservative. As noticed by the use of “sometimes”, a hedge, this prose opens
dialogic space, leaving room for times when the student may or may not use full sentences, as
opposed to the first example where the student uses “makes sure,” leaving no room for times
when they may not “make sure”. This pattern noticed within the genre of reflective writing and
the variability of certainty from one document to the next leads the researcher to believe that
reflective writing lends itself to being both certain and uncertain depending on the confidence
level of the writer about the subject of reflection. Also, this could mean that reflective writing,
writing that gives students the ability to look backward in time, lends itself to both boosting and
hedging.
Finally, generalization markers within the USF genres when compared to the MICUSP
revealed that all USF genres exceeded the MICUSP at statistically significant levels. The two
genres with the highest levels of generalization markers were the narrative and expository
genres, but there were no statistically significant differences between the genres. Theses findings
align with Aull’s (2020) findings that first-year writers used significantly more generalization
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markers than upper-division writers. The samples below (see Figures 5.43-5.46) display student
generalizations and their use of these markers as ways to close dialogic space using phrases and
words such as “all of the”, “everything”, and “everyone”. First-year writers use more of these
generalizations it seems, as noted with uncertainty markers, in ways that make certain aspects of
their writing vague.
These results show that students used similar levels of generalization markers within the
narrative and expository genres. The reason for this could be due to the fact that students were
unaware of the need for specificity within their writing and, instead, used generalizations out of
habit. This would explain why there are less instances of generalization marker patterns within
the reflective genre since the textual evaluation is the last assignment of the course. However,
more realistically, student were probably asked to be more specific in terms of their rhetorical
choices when moving from one form of communication to another within the reflective genre.
The narrative and the expository genres, on the other hand, lend themselves to generalizations.

Figure 5.43. Sample of Generalization Markers Tagged within the MICUSP Corpus.
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Figure 5.44. Sample of Generalization Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.

Figure 5.45. Sample of Generalization Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.
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Figure 5.46. Sample of Generalization Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.

The literacy narrative encourages students to look back at events in the distant past, and the
expository overview asks students to engage in and investigate discourse practices within a DC
that they may be unfamiliar with, leading to less specific language choices or abilities.
These results indicate that students could benefit within the USF curricular assemblage
from instruction about the dialogic use of epistemic stance markers within the classroom.
Additionally, stronger instruction on the importance of providing specific details, potentially the
inclusion of the specifier markers that were discussed earlier, could be of benefit to students, as
well as instructors and WPAs alike.
5.5.4.2 Expository Similarities.
Another interesting finding within this research are the similarities between the
expository genre and the MICUSP regarding variables such as attitudinal stance. In the previous
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section, I mentioned that there were no statistically significant differences between the
expository genre and the MICUSP in terms of certainty markers. This was striking in that Aull
(2020) found that first-year writers use many more instances of certainty markers than upperdivision writer. The expository overview was the second assignment in the sequence, so the
reasoning behind this finding cannot be explained by student writing maturity. Instead, when
coupled with other results from this research, such as attitudinal stance markers, we see a trend
of similarities between the expository genre and the MICUSP.
There are strong similarities, even with many statistically significant differences, when
analyzing the expository genre and the MICUSP corpus for attitudinal stance markers,
specifically the patterns within the facet variable affect. Although there are statistically
significant differences between the MICUSP and expository genre in terms of affect, all markers
except for public vice have small or less than small effect sizes (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see
Table 4.1; see Figures 4.4-4.12). In comparing the MICUSP to the expository genre, markers
such as first-person, personal disclosure, personal thinking, autobiography, subjective talk, and
personal reluctance—all patterns within the variable facet affect—all appear at more similar
levels than when the MICUSP in compared to the narrative or reflective genres. These patterns
deal mainly with personal attitudes and subjective experiences. Therefore, we can infer that since
the MICUSP is very low in most of these affect markers, upper-division student writing uses
more constraint with using affect markers within their writing. In many of these markers, there
are statistically significant levels of difference with large effect sizes when comparing the
MICUSP to the narrative and reflective genres but small or less than small effect sizes when
comparing the MICUSP to the expository genre.
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One explanation for this finding is that the expository genre is the closest constructed
response task to what upper-division student writers typically engage with. The genres of
narrative and reflection, although useful for first-year writers to understand who they are as
writers, are not typical upper-division student assignments, unless they are supplemental
assignments within the course. This can be seen by the lack of these genres within the corpus of
the MICUSP. So, this analysis would seem to reveal that the expository essay is more effective at
teaching students the scholarly conventions of upper-division academic writing.
This research has confirmed Aull’s (2020) findings that first-year writers used more
certainty and generalizations that more expert writers. However, it has also complicate Aull’s
(2020) findings that first-year students used less hedging within their writing when compared to
expert writers. However, by analyzing the constructed response tasks of each genre, when can
make inferences about the reason(s) for this, such as more vague language use being tagged as
hedging language within the USF corpus genres. Also, this research has shown that the
expository genre is strikingly similar in terms of attitudinal stance markers to the MICUSP, a
corpus of more expert upper-division student texts. The inference can be draw, then, that the
expository genre is more likely to teach students how to write academic texts with controlled use
of epistemic (certainty and uncertainty only) and attitudinal stance markers that open or close
dialogic space and limit the use of subjective language.
5.5.5 Other Key Findings
In addition to the previously discussed finding, there were a few other relevant results
within the data that were deemed worth examining. There were many anomalies and a lack of
measurable effect sizes when student evidence use was analyzed. Additionally, the results
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revealed that there were distinct differences in the themes that emerged across genres from the
analysis of task knowledge. The discussion that follows will seek to explain these results.
5.5.5.1 Evidence Use.
One interesting result that arose within the research concerns student use of evidence, a
variable facet of rhetorical strategies and audience knowledge. This research targeted a variety of
evidence use markers that fall under the RAND-Lex category of academic language: attacking
sources, authoritative sources, citing precedent, citing sources, contested source, countering
sources, quotation, speculative sources, and undermining sources. These markers provided
insight into student use of evidence within the curricular assemblage at USF. However, there was
very little statistical significance with measurable effect sizes throughout these comparisons.
Countering source markers appeared at statistically significant levels in all genre
comparison with small effect sizes. These markers are defined as “[a] citation used to counter a
previous statement”. This was the only marker in which there were measurable effect sizes
across all genre comparisons, although other evidence use markers did have statistically
significant differences across all genre comparisons with effects sizes that were not measurable.
Countering source markers appeared most within the reflective genre. However, after analysis of
the texts, I found that students use of these markers at most times was not synonymous with the
definition (see Figure 5.47). Students, instead, used markers such as “reply” to discuss their
communication on discussion boards, social media posts, text messages, and other forms of
media spaces. Keep in mind that the task asked students to evaluate the ways they communicated
across three separate spaces, so this use of countering source markers and their statistical
significance is misleading, which leaves us now with no evidence use markers possessing
measurable effect sizes that spanned all genre comparisons.
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Figure 5.47. Sample of Countering Source Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.

Similarly, when comparing the USF genres to the MICUSP, there were very few
measurable effect sizes across all comparisons. Only two evidence use markers had measurable
effect sizes across all comparisons: citing source and undermining source markers. Citing source
markers are defined as “[t]he use of words indicating external sources (e.g., according to, to cite,
to quote from the words of, some have argued that)”. The MICUSP exceeded all USF genres at
statistically significant levels with medium to large effect sizes when analyzing citing source
markers, leading to the conclusion that the MICUSP cited many more sources when compared to
the three constructed response tasks (see Figures 5.48-5.51). Looking at these samples, we see an
emphasis on different types of evidence cited: the MICUSP cites outside sources, the narrative
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genre cites personal experience and conversation, the expository genre cites Swales (2017) as
well as textual materials from the DC being analyzed, and the reflective genre cites evidence
from other forms of communication the writer engaged in. However, students within the USF
corpus still do not cite outside sources often, with the exception of Swales (2017) in the
expository genre.

Figure 5.48. Sample of Citing Source Markers Tagged within the MICUSP Corpus.
.

Figure 5.49. Sample of Citing Source Markers Tagged within the Narrative Genre.
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Figure 5.50. Sample of Citing Source Markers Tagged within the Expository Genre.

Figure 5.51. Sample of Citing Source Markers Tagged within the Reflective Genre.
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Lastly, there were also statistically significant differences with small effect sizes between
the MICUSP and all USF genres when analyzing undermining source markers. Defined as “[a]
citation that hints at a biased or deficient source (e.g. ‘alleges to’)”, these markers were not
abundant in any of the texts analyzed. In both the MICUSP and the USF genres, words and
phrases such as “alleged”, “mostly”, “concede that”, and acknowledge that” appeared. These
markers were most abundant in the expository but were underused throughout the MICUSP and
USF genres.
The researcher was left wondering why. Why are students not using more evidence
within the course when one of its student learning outcomes (SLOs) states that students should
be able to “[l]ocate information . . . relevant to specific tasks from valid sources and use that
information to write in expository forms” (see Appendix A)? The answer to this question was
disappointing. Although students did at times use source material to provide support for their
claims (such as in the expository overview with the use of Swales’ source), the constructed
response tasks asked for less source material from credible sources and more in terms of textual
evidence from researching DCs (expository overview) as well as direct text from one of students’
three chosen forms of communication (textual overview). This lack of instruction for how to
locate, interpret, analyze, and use evidence within the academic writing students completed has
the potential to do a disservice to first-year writers by reinforcing the notion that students can use
their own personal experiences to support their claims within academic writing. This discussion
does not wish to discount the appropriate pedagogical goals of the assignment structure of ENC
1101; however, including at least one of the three major tasks with a stipulation about use of
credible outside evidence beyond Swale (2017) could be pedagogically beneficial.
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5.5.5.2 Task Knowledge.
Lastly, interesting results emerged from the analysis of task knowledge. Through the use
of LDA topic modeling, this research sought to identify themes within the USF corpus that could
provide insight into the variety of topics student engaged with for each constructed response
task. The results show that students engaged with topics that were appropriate to the tasks in a
variety of different ways. For example, the narrative genre displayed themes of personal
inventory, such as video games, songs, family stories, and reading as forms of literacy they
experience (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Table 4.13). These examples display the varying
literacies students feel are important and offer insight into how students interpreted the prompt.
Within the expository genre, themes of targeted analysis appear, focusing on discourse
communities from social media, sports, Greek life, and college clubs (see “Chapter 4: Results”;
see Table 4.14). The final USF genre, reflection, displayed themes of discourse analysis, such as
code switching and code meshing, individual sentence style, oral communication, and
communication across different platforms (see “Chapter 4: Results”; see Table 4.15). These
various themes provide more insight from a macro-level view of the themes recurrent within the
corpus, allowing researchers to better understand the topics that students engaged with.
Student use of evidence and the tasks they chose to write about within the USF curricular
assemblage revealed findings that could impact both pedagogical and curricular design for this
first-year writing course. This research identified a lack of evidence use within the corpus when
compared to upper-division student writing, revealing a gap in the curricular design on ENC
1101. Although students engaged with some varieties of source material, only the expository
essay engaged with credible outside sources, mainly Swales (2017). Based upon the SLOs of this
specific curricular assemblage, the course would potentially benefit from revisions of the
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constructed response tasks to more thoughtfully integrate student informational literacy goals.
Also, this research revealed multiple thematic patterns across each genre that provides insights
into the ways that students accomplished these three tasks. This information could be of use to
WPAs when assessing curricula. By understanding the topics that students discuss based upon
the constructed response task instructions, WPAs can better craft and shape the tasks to elicit
topics that are relevant to the SLOs of the course. The theoretical, curricular, and pedagogical
implications of this study will be discussed in the following section in more detail.
5.6 How can the findings of this research be applied to writing programs in a pedagogically
useful way?
This research has identified a variety of pedagogically salient features that were discussed
within this chapter. Although the data was much too large to analyze every granular pattern fully,
this research and the methods used to design it have a variety of utility for Writing Studies in
terms of theoretical frameworks for research methods, writing program administration and
curricular assessment and revision, as well as pedagogical applications for the benefit of
students. The following discussion will expound upon these implications for the field of Writing
Studies.
5.6.1 Theory and Research
This research has shown that some of the targeted granular patterns and facets of
variables within this research study are intrinsic and unable to be ported in the same ways to
other genres, revealing relations of interiority within the assemblage. However, other targeted
variables of student writing knowledge are relations of exteriority and have the ability to
territorialize one genre and (de)reterritorialize a new genre, (re)circulating across a variety of
texts within the curricular assemblage. This research depicts how each assemblage has nested
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within them other assemblages with their own unique features, providing further evidence for the
utility of assemblage theory and a variable model as ways to structure research focused on
curricular assemblages that include student writing.
As a framework for writing research, assemblage theory provides the ability to
understand the curricular assemblage in many ways. First, understanding the micro-assemblages
and granular patterns within curricular tasks can be accomplished through a structured approach
to the data. Conceptual models such as a construct and variables models can help to organize the
variables and facets of variables in ways that make interpretation of the data from writing tasks
easier to accomplish due to the elimination of noise within the dataset. Secondly, assemblage
theory combined with conceptual models has the ability to map the larger curricular assemblage
in ways that reveal the nested assemblages within it as well as their interactions, illuminating
assemblages of assemblages for research purposes and creating a structured hierarchical model to
guide the research. Third, assemblage theory solves the conceptual problem that other large
studies used within Writing Studies encounter in that it allows for the various pieces of an
assemblage to be viewed together, separately, or in combination with other nested assemblages
within the curriculum. This is due to the epistemological values that underpin assemblage theory.
As Reid (2017) argued, “[A]ssemblage theory gives us a different way of understanding the
various activities that over the years we have called ‘inventing the university’, joining discourse
communities, learning the writing process, and so on” (p. 35) by “examining the vast
assemblages of rhetorical activity around us” (p. 39), such as the curricular materials that
accompany first-year writing courses. Through the use of assemblage theory, writing researchers
attain a more complete and dynamic understanding of curricula and writing programs.
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An additional advantage to the approach I used for this research is the ability to create
knowledge about the ways students use granular patterns of student writing knowledge and
improve upon them based upon the results of continuing research of the assemblage. For
example, this research has shown that my variable model could be refreshed to better account for
the variety of language patterns present within the three USF genres. Further research using a
refreshed variable and construct model could reveal new knowledge about the curricular
assemblage, such as identification of new LCS patterns within student writing and the granular
writing patterns nested within them. This could lead to advantages for writing programs, such as
the ability to revise curricula much more quickly guided by continuously updated data.
Lastly, the use of assemblage theory and these research methods are not specific to firstyear writing programs. The methods developed within this research effectively display the utility
of this framework for all categories of writing programs or writing assessment. Assemblage
theory allows these methods to be applied to other curricular assemblages, revealing ways that
targeted variables territorialize and deterritorialize a variety of genres and how these acts of
coding across strata, creating stable identities for the assemblage. But as the identities change
based upon updated data, the assemblage can deterritorialize, retaining essential components and
discarded non-essential ones, essentially decoding and recoding as the strata within the
assemblage become destabilized. Assemblage theory, then, is a under-utilized but effective
theoretical lens in which to view curricular and pedagogical research.
5.6.2 Writing Program Administration
In addition to the theoretical and research implications of this research, this study also has
the potential to improve writing program assessment and administration in a number of ways. By
viewing the writing curriculum as an assemblage rather than an ecology of coexisting structures
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or an interconnected web of human and nonhuman actors affords WPAs a sense of pliability and
allows for more targeted assessment practices that could improve not only the larger curricular
assemblage but also the smaller, nested assemblages that pervade writing programs. White et al.
(2015) claimed that writing program assessment is “the process of documenting and reflecting on
the impact of [a] program’s coordinated efforts” (p. 3) through “a longitudinal process of
accountability—of documenting all the efforts a writing program undertakes to create important
consequences for its many constituencies” (p. 4). Assemblage theory, then, seems like an ideal
way to reflect upon the various curricular choices made by WPAs.
Additionally, this research has shown that identification of both the micro- and macrolevel patterns that emerge within a curricular assemblage can lead to a greater understanding of
the curricular ideals embedded in the tasks students complete. If WPAs can better understand
unique patterns within each task, they can better revise or adjust the tasks in ways that imbue
each genre with values that are synchronous with the writing program. For instance, as the
previous discussion about student evidence use highlighted, the constructed response tasks
within the USF curricular assemblage did not necessarily promote student information literacy
through source integration like stated in the course SLOs. Without this form of assessment, this
potential deviation from curricular SLOs could have gone unnoticed.
The final implication of this research as it relates to WPAs is the ability for
administrators to use these methods to perform constant programmatic evaluation that are
location specific. The results of the USF curriculum will not and should not necessarily be
applied to other locales. WPAs should perform their own research to better understand their own
curricular assemblage(s) in order to attain customized results. The methods developed for this
research, though, reduce the labor costs associated with programmatic assessment and could,

261

theoretically, provide real-time assessment of the curricular assemblage in ways that produce
actionable data for revision. This method could also be used to benchmark the curriculum in
order to better understand the efficacy of the designed tasks as they relate to SLOs or other
objectives.
This new approach to curricular assessment shows promise for WPAs due to its ability to
view writing curricula in more dynamic and accurate ways, assess student writing in real time
providing benchmarking of the tasks and curriculum, and provide actionable data in which to
ground revision of the curriculum. However, assessment is only one assemblage within the
curriculum; pedagogical application of this research also has potential to transform the writing
classroom.
5.6.3 Pedagogy
Pedagogically, this research could improve the teaching of writing within the localized
USF assemblage in a few ways. The granular patterns that were identified within this research
could be used for various pedagogical benefits, as Aull (2015; 2020) suggested. For example,
instructors could create lessons plans that include genre-specific discourse patterns for the
localized curricular assemblage that reinforce the results of research, emphasizing to students the
patterns that appear within successfully written task examples. By comparing writing tasks that
students are currently invested in to previously successful tasks, student could be made aware of
genre-specific discourse patterns that are task specific, giving them a greater breadth of rhetorical
strategies for task achievement. For example, instructors could compare a corpus of expertly
written tasks to a corpus of weaker tasks or even a corpus of current student task drafts in order
to highlight the various granular differences. Additionally, based upon the location, instructors
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could compare specific genres of student writing to the existing genres categorized within the
MICUSP, such as report, argumentative essay, and research paper, to name a few.
Another pedagogical application of this research would be student progress
benchmarking. Instructors could provide better and more targeted instruction based upon deficits
in pedagogically salient patterns deemed essential to a genre and/or task. Although RAND-Lex is
designed for analyzing large collections of text, technologies such as DocuScope Classroom can
accomplish analysis of a singular text in ways that draw attention the granular strengths and
deficits within student writing through individualized reports as well as comparative reports
(Helburg et al., 2018; Wetzel et al., 2021). This application seems to be a strong approach to
real-time feedback on writing that helps guide students to replicate the genre conventions of a
variety of academic tasks in ways that improve their understanding of writing and the various
strategies employed to accomplish a task.
Finally, one last pedagogical application could be a re-envisioning of our approach to
writing instruction based upon actionable data. Data collected within the classroom not used for
curricular assessment could be, instead, applied to assess instructor pedagogy. For example,
analyzing the corpus of texts from students in one semester could reveal gaps within the
instruction. This data could then be applied to future cohorts of students. This would,
undoubtedly, reveal to instructors where students are weak or where the instruction of students
lacked, creating a feedback loop. By constantly inputting the results of pedagogical assessments
into the assemblage, instruction of tasks and of student writing would undoubtedly improve.
These results showed that there are a multitude of implications for future use of the
methods discussed in terms of theory and research, writing program administration, and
pedagogical application. However, these technologies cannot be used in isolation. This would
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contradict the notion of the curricular assemblage. Instead, these technologies need to be
incorporated in ways that do not erase the student or instructor. Such individualized methods are
available with programs such as DocuScope Classroom. In short, technologies have the ability to
alter the ways that we research, design, and instruct writing courses in ways that make writing
instruction stronger.
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6.0 Chapter 6: Conclusion
6.1 Introduction
This research has shown that a fine-grained, targeted analysis of student writing can give
scholars insight into student writing knowledge and how it (re)circulates across genres, while
more macro-level analysis can reveal aboutness of the corpus as well as insight into the major
themes present. Through the frameworks of assemblage theory (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980/1987)
and LCS patterns (Mis levy, 2018; Mislevy & Elliot, 2020), I was able to structure this research,
allowing for a targeted analysis guided by previous scholarship, a construct model, and a variable
model. This research study has proven that complex theories can be aligned with complex
analytic techniques in useful ways, especially in regard to writing program assessment. In this
chapter, I will summarize the research design and results, discuss potential limitations, and—
finally—suggest future research trajectories based upon these findings.
6.2 Summary
This research began as a way to understand how to better assess writing programs as well
as improve pedagogical practice within first-year writing courses. Pedagogical and curricular
revisions should be driven by data, but analyzing thousands of student essays is both labor
intensive and time consuming. Through innovative technological tools and theoretical savvy,
though, we can find more effective ways to analyze and draw conclusions from large amounts of
student writing data in ways that reveal a deeper and more detailed understanding of writing
programs and their efficacy.
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6.2.1 Data and Sampling Plan
This research sampled the writing tasks of first-year writing (FYW) students from the fall
2019 at the University of South Florida (USF), a large, diverse, R1 university in Tampa, Florida.
I was able to sample 3,811 tasks across three major assignments: a literacy narrative (narrative),
an expository overview (expository), and a textual analysis (reflective). All student writing
samples were drawn from USF Writes, “a digital, instructional tool that enhances writing
pedagogy in FYW and professional and technical communication (PTC) by providing a robust
formative feedback platform that works in tandem with other tools and technologies” (USF
Writes, 2021). For this research, all task documents were sampled, and in doing so, it allowed for
a more fine-grained analysis of student writing.
In addition to the sampled tasks, I was also able to obtain numerous documents from the
curriculum itself, such as a syllabus, scoring rubrics, a course glossary, the task prompts, and
literature that influenced the curricular design. These additional documents paired with the
collected student tasks provided a more complete understanding of the FYW curriculum and
aided in interpretation of the data. However, the availability of all this data made the research
unwieldy, which highlighted the need for a theoretical framework that would help to structure
the analysis in a way that was more targeted.
6.2.2 Theoretical Framework
Writing Studies (WS) is in need of stronger theoretical frameworks in which to design
curricular research. Although useful for analyzing the interconnectedness of human and
nonhuman actors, many theories lack the epistemological pliability and organization to frame a
research study of this size. If human and nonhumans are connected and influenced by each other,
how do we isolate the various pieces of the research environment in order to understand writing
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at a more granular level? This research attempted to answer this question and tackle this vexing
task. Although rhetorical theory has pervaded WS for quite some time, the everchanging
technological landscape requires theoretical frameworks that account for these new exigencies
and the advantages as well as constraints that accompany them.
This research, then, utilized assemblage theory as a theoretical framework due to its
epistemological pliability and ability to properly frame a research site of this size in ways that
allow both micro- and macro-level analysis. Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) stated that “[a]n
assemblage is precisely this increase in the dimensions of a multiplicity that necessarily changes
in nature as it expands its connection” (p. 8). The number of dimensions within any writing
curricula is often large when you factor in the various material and expressive bodies that occupy
them, such as the variety of materials that accompany it. These components parts within the
curricular assemblage typically territorialize (stabilize) and deterritorialize (destabilize) the
assemblage (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980/1987; DeLanda, 2006). Student writing knowledge, then,
often territorializes one genre, deterritorializes it, and then reterritorializes a new genre. It is a
relation of exteriority, allowed to move freely across assemblages. This process of
(de/re)territorialization makes it all the more difficult to isolate student writing knowledge when
using static theories because they do not fully account for the dynamism of writing curricula.
Assemblage theory works for this research in ways that rhetorical and other commonly used
theories do not, in that it helps to create a defined hierarchy in which to structure the analyses.
Viewing writing research as a body without organs (BwO), as assemblage theory
suggests, allows for a more accurate framing of the research site, The variety of connections
within a writing curriculum renders it non-hierarchical at times. Of course, writing programs
typically have some structure, but writing research often begins as an unstructured process that
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can become unwieldy. Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) claimed that “outside the strata we no
longer have forms or substances, organization or development, content or expression. We are
disarticulated” (p. 503). BwO, unlike bodies with organs, lack a structured hierarchy and form.
Deleuze and Guattari (1980/1987) go as far as calling a text a BwO, arguing that is only by
plugging the literacy machine into other machines that it makes meaning (p. 4). Outside of the
curriculum, the materials that are drawn from it lack structure. The materials collected for this
research, then, are part of a BwO that need to be stratified—ordered through what Deleuze and
Guattari (1980/1987) call coding. Coding categorizes the component parts of an assemblage that
territorialize bodies (Deleuze & Guattari, 1980/1987; DeLanda, 2006; Reid, 2017). Stratification
of these component parts, then, make it possible to conduct research on this site and target
student writing knowledge in a way that allows for an understanding of how students
(re)circulate this knowledge in and across genres.
6.2.3 Research Methods
This research sought to identify student writing knowledge within the sampled tasks, but
without an organized structure, this research would have been difficult if not impossible. In order
to stratify the research site and the materials collected from it, I employed the use of LCS
patterns. Linguistic, cultural, and substantive (LCS) patterns refer to the myriad of ways that
individuals think and act in certain situations based on a variety of activity patterns mediated by
human behaviors over time (Mislevy, 2018). According to Mislevy and Elliot (2020),
Linguistic patterns . . . span lexicon and syntax; there are typical uses of given
words and structures, but every situated meaning depends on context, users’
intentions and hearers’ expectations, and the interpersonal functions they serve.
Genres are examples of cultural patterns—encompassing typical ways people
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structure writing but intertwined with kinds of purposes and uses people have in
recurring kinds of social situations. Substantive patterns address knowledge
structures and activity structures in the social and physical world, from repairing
toasters to greeting friends to writing research proposals. (p. 149).
These patterns can be found in writing, an activity mediated by human behaviors over time, so
using LCS patterns as a way to begin stratifying the curricular materials allowed this research to
begin to take a structured form.
With the additional incorporation of LCS patterns, I was able to create a construct model.
Building from the cognitive domain within the construct model theorized by White et al. (2015)
and refreshed by Mislevy and Elliot (2020) (see “Chapter 2: Literature Review”; see Figure 1),
this research created a construct model of student writing knowledge recirculation, identifying
five different types of student writing knowledge that could be targeted: language use, genre
knowledge, rhetorical knowledge, threshold concept knowledge, and task knowledge. Within
each one of these knowledge subsets, variables were identified, such as epistemic stance,
attitudinal stance, interpersonal stance, genre-specific discourse patterns, rhetorical strategies,
glossary terms, and boundary markers. These variables have facets of variables as well, leading
to a model of the research site that helped to stratify it even more and created a way to analyze
the data in both micro and macro ways.
In addition to the construct model, I also created a variable model informed by
scholarship that organized the knowledge types, variables, and facets of variables in a way that
created a structured hierarchy (see “Chapter 3: Methods”; see Table 3.1). This variable was
influenced by other studies, such as Marcellino’s (2019) study that created a pilot for using
RAND-Lex in Writing Studies research and Aull’s (2015; 2020) research into first-year writing
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and epistemic stance, as well as from the “WPA Outcomes Statement” (CWPA, 2008) and
“Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing” (CWPA, NCTE, & NWP, 2012), documents
that inspired the development of the curriculum being researched. These models helped to guide
my research in a more structured and targeted manner, reducing noise from inconsequential data
and providing a navigational framework.
Once this data was stratified, I selected the text analytics suit RAND-Lex to complete the
data analysis. For a single researcher with a large corpus of data, a powerful, cloud-based text
analytic platform (Lang et al., 2019) such as RAND-Lex is ideal for data parsing and variable
identification through a variety of methods pre-embedded in the software. This tool allowed for
both a micro- and macro-level analysis of student tasks, automatically coding 119 granular
language patterns, key words that display aboutness of the texts and corpus, as well as themes
that emerged within each genre. Each genre of writing was compared to each other in order to
identify granular difference patterns that showed statistically significant differences. As well, the
three genres were each compared to the MICUSP, an upper-division corpus of texts that could be
labeled as an expert corpus. These comparisons rendered statistically significant differences for
many granular features and allowed this research to identify and analyze how students
recirculated writing knowledge across the three task genres (narrative, expository, and
reflective).
6.2.4 Results
The results of this research show that writing program administrators (WPAs) can use
technological tools, such as RAND-Lex, in ways that alleviate the labor associated with
curricular assessment. Although technological tools are not a panacea for assessment, their use
can help to identify granular features within student writing that can aid in assessing a multitude
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of student learning outcomes (SLOs), such as what was displayed within the evidence analysis,
as well as learning outcomes for individual assignments. These tools are also able to highlight
localized dimensions of student writing, such as granular features, that illuminate differences
between the genres students are asked to engage with. Although arguments can be made that
writing analytics approaches to assessment erase the identities of students and instructors, this
research has shown that human interpretation and analysis of the texts in tandem with
technological tools allows for fine-grained analyses that reveal patterns typically invisible within
student writing, enabling WPAs and writing researchers to perform onerous writing analysis in a
timelier manner.
This analysis of the three USF genres revealed both micro- and macro-level localized
patterns of student writing knowledge. Additionally, these three genres were also compared to an
expert corpus, the Michigan Corpus of Upper-Level Student Papers (MICUSP), in order to better
understand how first-year writing may differ from upper-level writing. There were results that
were specific to each genre, and a short summary of those results follows.
Within the narrative genre, the research showed that within the literacy narrative task,
students used many more markers of attitudinal stance. Attitudinal stance markers highlight
student subjective opinions about topics, revealing that the literacy narrative task elicited
personal perspectives and feeling, more so that the other USF genres. Also, the narrative genre
contained more temporal markers, specifically markers that reflected on the past, another feature
that reflects the task. Thirdly, the narrative genre contained much more sentiment than the other
USF genres for both positivity and negativity. Much of the negative sentiment concerns the
difficulties of learning a form of literacy, while much of the positive sentiment reflected positive
student experiences with literacy. Lastly, the keyness analysis revealed attention to critical
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thinking, genre, and audience. Although student engagement with the terminology in the tasks
showed aboutness of the genre, it also displayed varying levels of knowledge about the
definitions of these terms. For instance, students’ use of “genre” and “audience” were in line
with the course glossary, but use of “critical thinking”, often, displayed knowledge of the term
itself, but it also displayed student comprehension of the term was weak at times. These results
showed that there are localized patterns within the narrative genre that are different from the
expository or reflective genres.
The expository genre analysis revealed that students included dense use of social
language patterns, such as social closeness, social responsibility, and public virtue markers
within the expository overview task. These markers showed that students felt connected to the
DCs they investigated, using terms that show an inclusiveness to the group—as opposed to
distance, the social responsibility of others within the group, as well as the ways that members of
DCs help each other. This analysis also revealed potential issues associated with not combining
technological text analysis with human interpretation, which could lead to misinterpretation of
the data based on anomalies of errors within the data itself. Students, also, used more specifiers
within the expository genre, including adjectives, adverbs, and phrases that sought to increase
clarity. Other genre-specific markers that appeared more often in the expository genre were:
authority source markers—which revealed the organizations the students investigated, looking
ahead markers—which revealed the goals of the various DCs for many of the actions they
undertook, and abstract concept markers—which revealed the highly specialized language and
concepts associated with many DCs. The keyness analysis also revealed many n-grams and bigrams that depicted the aboutness of the genre, such as: voice, audience(s), discourse
communit(y/ies), and non-verbal/nonverbal communication. Most of they keyness results, as
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well as the granular patterns, were very task-specific, meaning the results are likely due to the
local constructed response task students responded to. This analysis of the expository genre
revealed some granular patterns and keyness results that depicted the aboutness of the text
accurately, but many of these findings were task-specific and not genre-specific, meaning that
they would help to evaluate the task at the local level but could not be used as an indicator of the
expository genre elsewhere.
The last genre analyzed was the reflective genre. The reflective genre depicted much
denser use of academic language that either the narrative or expository genres. Markers for
academic language—which RAND-Lex categorized—such as communicator role and linguistic
references, appeared more often in the reflective genre. Communicator role markers revealed
rhetorical reflection patterns within the genre, while linguistic reference markers revealed student
reflection of sentence-level grammatical, stylistic, and syntactical choices. Markers for
comparison and substitution were also found to be higher in the reflective genre, revealing
student attention to the task. The textual analysis task asked students to reflect upon three types
of communication, so comparison markers clearly appeared as a result of this task requirement.
Additionally, substitution markers appeared higher in the reflective genre due to the use of taskspecific terminology, namely the term “code switching”. Lastly, the keyness analysis displayed
an attention again to audience, revealing that students had a thorough understanding of the
threshold terminology across all three genres. The keyness analysis also revealed student
attention to the task through use of n-grams and bi-grams such as moves, code-mesh(es/ing), and
code-switch(ed/ing), although student comprehension of these terms was spotty at times. This
analysis of the reflective genre revealed some genre-specific but mostly task-specific patterns
that revealed student attention to the textual evaluation task itself.
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These genres were also compared to an expert corpus: the MICUSP. The results of this
analysis showed that as Aull (2020) showed, first-year writers used many more certainty
(boosters) and generalization markers than upper-level writers. However, it also complicated
Aull’s (2020) research in that within the USF corpus, students used more uncertainty (hedging)
markers as well. Further analyses showed that this anomaly may be due to the vague language
that students used at times in the USF corpus. This result warrants further research. Additionally,
this analysis also showed that the expository genre is strikingly similar in terms of epistemic
stance (certainty and uncertainty only) and attitudinal stance markers compared to the MICUSP.
This result shows that the expository overview task is more likely than the narrative or reflective
tasks to elicit student writing that resembles upper-level academic writing.
Lastly, there were some other key findings that were more macro-level than the genrespecific and MICUSP analyses. One important finding within this research is that student
evidence use was very minimal across all three genres. Although the expository genre did
incorporate the Swales (2017) text that students were required to use, very few evidence markers
appeared within the USF corpus. This was mostly task specific in that the constructed response
tasks for the curricular assemblage were created in a way that did not emphasize outside source
use. Instead, many of the tasks asked for personal experience and examples that would not have
been coded as forms of evidence use by RAND-Lex. However, this finding does contradict one
of the student learning outcomes for the course that emphasizes the use of “valid sources and use
[of] that information to write in expository forms” (see Appendix A). Additionally, this research
found that there were clear themes that emerged across the three USF genres. Themes such as
personal inventory for the narrative task, targeted analysis for the expository genre, and
discourse analysis for the reflective genre appeared with a variety of sub-themes. These results
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display some interesting patterns within the USF corpus and provide information that WPAs
within the USF curricular assemblage could find beneficial for curricular revision.
The methods and the results of this research could prove beneficial in a number of ways.
This research argues for a new methodological framework, using assemblage theory as a way to
view writing curricula. Viewing curricula as an assemblage rather than an interconnected web
allows WPAs and writing researchers to focus on both micro- and macro-level patterns that
appear and could be beneficial to localized revisions. Structuring curricular research through
model-based reasoning, such as the model-based reasoning USF’s FYW curriculum employed,
makes the research site less unwieldy and easier to assess. Also, these methods could lead to
benchmarking both within the curriculum as well as within the classroom, providing assessment
with results that are more real time than traditional assessment methods.
Pedagogically, this type of assessment could improve the teaching of writing within the
localized curricular assemblages in a few ways. These methods could be used to compare expert
writing to student writing, revealing patterns for specific genres and tasks that more seasoned
writers employ. Additionally, these methods could also be used to compare higher-scoring tasks
with lower-scoring tasks, revealing patterns that stronger writers employed more often within the
corpus and/or genres. Benchmarking student progress could also be accomplished through these
methods. Although RAND-Lex was not meant to compare individual student tasks to large
corpora, DocuScope Classroom was, and it could be used to compare drafts of student tasks in
order to reveal patterns of both strength and weakness while drafting these tasks. Lastly, these
methods could be used to improve instruction of localized writing courses. Comparing corpora of
student texts from different instructors or from the same instructor in different semester or
sections could reveal weaknesses and strengths of instruction that could be addressed.
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The usefulness of these methods combined with human interpretation of the data shows
promise in terms of the addressing the needs of curricular assemblages at both the macro-level—
assessment and curricular revision—as well as micro-level—pedagogical application of findings.
The genre-level patterns of student writing knowledge that this research displayed shows that
there are both genre-specific and task-specific patterns that could be of use to writing researchers
and WPAs alike. There are also patterns that emerged that both support and complicate existing
writing research. However, this research has shown that viewing writing curricula as
assemblages have many potential benefits for writing research and WPAs alike, allowing for a
more structured understanding and manageable methods to conduct standard assessments of
curricula. Next, I will point to potential directions for further research that could improve both
the methods used within this study as well as produce more replicable knowledge that is not
dominantly location based.
6.3 Directions for Future Research
Although these methods are not novel, the research design and the fine-grained, granular
patterns targeted produced innovative methods driven by a new methodology for Writing Studies
research. Assemblage theory has not been employed often for research within writing studies,
but the replication of these methods combined with revision based on any inherent weaknesses
and/or knowledge gained would help to further develop these methods for future usage within
Writing Studies. By using these methods—driven by the methodology of assemblage theory and
LCS patterns—on other locations, such as other writing curricula within higher education, the
efficacy of this methods could be confirmed and further expanded so that other writing research
scholars could benefit. However, as I have stated previously, these methods produce localized
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not global knowledge, so any research using these methods would need to be based upon the
localized curricular assemblage being researched.
However, future research could be completed that collects genre-based tasks from
multiple universities. By compiling a more comprehensive corpus of genres to apply these
methods to, Writing Studies could better understand the genres that student writers participate in.
This new knowledge would be able to be applied more globally as well, leading to more
applicable and replicable results that could potentially illuminate the vast array of rhetorical
choices and language-level patterns that contribute to more effective genre-based prose. These
methods and methodological underpinnings are not reserved for first-year writing; professional
and technical communication and other writing programs outside of Writing Studies could also
benefit from genre-based knowledge drawn from student writing. Future research should be
conducted with the goal of improving writing pedagogy and curricular assessment, so that
students would be the benefactors, even if pedagogical and curricular improvements are a
welcomed side effect.
Another potential area for exploration of these methods in the future is the ability to use
RAND-Lex and other analytics suites to improve student writing in real time. Similar to
DocuScope Classroom, RAND-Lex and technological tools like it could be harnessed for inclass use, revealing micro- and macro-level patterns of student writing within genres that display
to students the most effective rhetorical and language choices. Again, this would not be a
panacea for classroom instruction, but it would, however, give students one more tool to improve
their writing skills and could be harnessed to analyze individual students’ writing, instead of
offering up generalizations to whole classes about effective writing strategies. This
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individualized assessment of writing could potentially have a greater impact on student writing
knowledge as well as writing skills.
Finally, one last area for further research deals with (re)circulation of student writing
knowledge and the ability for it to transfer. Researching student writing knowledge and its
(re)circulation across genres is important in that it reveals the strengths and weaknesses of the
curriculum, but what happens to the knowledge students gain after they leave the writing
classroom? Research into transfer of student writing knowledge into other writing course or
other courses in general would be a welcome addition to this research area, potentially leading to
ways to analyze student writing knowledge and the best curricular and pedagogical approaches
to teaching for transfer of this knowledge.
6.4 Limitations
These future research arcs could potentially make these methods and methodology more
effective for writing research; however, this study does have some limitations that should be
discussed. One initial limitation to the scope of this research is that, as stated earlier, the results
of this research are very localized. Although some of the granular patterns identified may be
specific to a genre (e.g., narrative verbs within the narrative genre), the comparisons performed
measured difference of very specific tasks within the curricular assemblage at USF using course
materials that were curricula specific. These results, then, were very situated. However, a larger
corpus that collects tasks from various universities for a multitude of genres could produce more
universal results. This new corpus could allow for more generalized understanding of the
granular patterns that exist for different genres.
Additionally, some of the results may been skewed by errors in the data. There were
instances of students submitted “gibberish” documents (e.g., documents that repeated the letters
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‘j’ and ‘k’). However, this was easily remediated by ignoring the keyness results. There were
also instances of students submitting incorrect or different assignments, which resulted in some
tasks being categorized into the wrong genres. Although the keyness results were not skewed due
to human interpretation of the results, the granular patterns that are automatically coded by
RAND-Lex may have identified language patterns within these documents that altered the
results. Further research conducted with this data would need to better clean the student writing
tasks before analysis.
Another limitation to this research is that there was too much data to analyze, interpret,
and discuss within a dissertation. There were many interesting results that could have been
discussed more fully. In retrospect, refining the variable model to look at one of the LCS patterns
may have increased the specificity of this study. However, the variable that guided this research
allowed for identification of a wide range of LCS features, student writing knowledge variables,
as well as facets of those variables, revealing many granular and macro-level patterns that proved
useful to assessment of the USF curricular assemblage.
Lastly, on final limitation to this research is that although I was able to attain student
demographic data, I was unable to input this information into RAND-Lex in a way that garnered
results for each demographic. However, by using human interpretation paired with technological
tools, this research was able to keep from completely erasing students and instructors, although
more effort could be made in the future to include the individual nature of both students and
instructors into this research.
6.5 Conclusion
Curricular assemblages need to be assessed at the local level in order to understand the
values within the institution. As well, only by understanding the tasks and mission of the local
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curriculum can be reasonable inferences about student writing be made. This research takes the
view that writing is situated, and understanding the local values are essential to ethical
interpretation of the data. Through the use of assemblage theory as a framework, WPAs and
writing researchers can better account for and measure the variety of exigencies and variables
that are imbued within curricula, using this data in useful ways. By better understanding the
variety of influences on the writing tasks students complete, writing assessment can be done in
ways that identify granular language patterns as well as the macro-level patterns that WPAs have
identified for years, leading to richer understanding of the local curriculum. These granular
patterns hold promise to reveal new insights about genres of student academic writing, which can
then be used to assess, revise, and improve pedagogical practices as well as the curriculum at
large.
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Appendix A: ENC 1101 Syllabus

Overview
Welcome to First Year Composition (FYC)! ENC 1101 is a required prerequisite for courses
across the University and provides the foundation for the development of skills tied to advanced
writing, reading, and reasoning. ENC 1101 serves the important role of giving students the
opportunity to practice college-level writing within the University setting where they will
advance into disciplines and departments.
Our focus is on the intellectual skills and interpersonal competencies connected to success within
and beyond USF. Our goal is to allow all students to take advantage of the opportunity to take
ENC 1101 by refining and mastering skills that will serve their academic, professional, and
personal pursuits. Our goal is also to help students build community and create connections
across campus that will support success.
Students come to USF from across the state, the country, and the world and bring with them a
wide variety of languages, literacies, and experiences from within and beyond the classroom.
Our program recognizes the linguistic diversity of our students and promotes translingual
practices in our classrooms. ENC 1101 is designed to meet each student where she/he/they is/are
and to give every student the chance to work directly with an Instructor in a small class setting in
order to practice and perfect the skills that will enable success at USF and beyond.
The syllabus will provide an overview of the course content and construction and serve as your
reference for program policies, and your Instructor will serve as your main point of contact. We
are excited to have you join our community.
Catalog Description: ENC 1101 Composition I (3 Credit Hours) ENG AS CAEC, HHCP,
6ACT, SGEC This course helps prepare students for academic work by emphasizing expository
writing, the basics of library research, and the conventions of academic discourse.
Course Prerequisites: The prerequisites for enrollment in ENC 1101 mirror the University
entrance requirements.
Course Objectives: The writing program in the Department of English aligns USF institutional
mission and vision, the mission of the College of Arts and Sciences, and the mission, vision, and
values of the Department of English. The writing program aims to provide experiences in written
communication that can contribute substantially to knowledge generation, intellectual
development, civic engagement, and lifelong learning. To identify the ways the writing program
can add to such contributions, the program has adopted the critical analysis experiences and
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habits of mind outcomes identified in the Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing. By
adopting these sociocognitive and sociocultural approaches to language, the writing program is
able to provide specific and meaningful student learning outcomes for a variety of courses.
Student Learning Outcomes: By the end of this course, students will be able to:
1. Write in expository forms for broad academic and public audiences using
common genres,
2. Demonstrate confidence in planning, writing, revising, peer reviewing,
collaborating, and finalizing documents in print and digital genres,
3. Use information from valid sources to write expositions of complex issues and
academic stakeholder positions,
4. Annotate varied documents to demonstrate foundational cognitive reading
strategies, and
5. Demonstrate knowledge of conventions as they apply and shift across various
settings and genres.
Required Course Material and Resources: The course content for ENC 1101 is embedded
within Canvas and makes use of external software such as Google suite and Perusall to create a
digital ecology that allows students to communicate and collaborate. No additional texts need to
be purchased. Students will be required to access and navigate digital spaces, which requires
students to have access to software and hardware, to take responsibility for seeking support from
University partners as needed, and to communicate with Instructors and peers. Students are
invited to preview and review course content located in the tasks.
General Education Fulfillment: ENC 1101 is part of the USF’s foundation of knowledge and
learning (FLK) Core Curriculum. A minimum grade of C- is required to fulfill this FLK core
requirement.
Class Format: All Fall sections of ENC 1101 share a syllabus that has been designed as a faceto-face course to be delivered over six weeks. Students are required to have regular access to
Canvas and to work independently and collaboratively in digital and F2F spaces. Class meetings
will be held three times a week, and students are required to attend class, to arrive on time, and to
participate in class activities and discussions. Participation is a graded component of the class,
and students who are distracted or disruptive in class risk losing participation points.
The design is intended to provide students with all the required and supplemental material before
class so that students can work independently to absorb content and so that class interactions can
serve to deepen student understanding of the content through guided collaboration and practice.
ENC 1101 is structured around three major Projects that are broken into activities and tasks.
Without completing and submitting all required work on time and attending class regularly,
earning the required C- in ENC 1101 will be difficult. Students are encouraged to make use of all
associated resources and support structures, including your Instructor. Office hours are available
for one-on-one questions and support as needed.
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ENC 1101 is designed to be distributed across all course sections and formats. While all sections
share student learning outcomes, modules, and grading processes, Instructors are encouraged to
individualize their classroom practices and approaches to fit their sections.
Student Communication and Collaboration: ENC 1101 requires communication and
collaboration with peers. Canvas, University gmail, and Google Docs will serve as the main
location for communication and collaboration. Many students also share contact information to
expand communication options and platforms. All official communication must occur in and on
an official University channel and will be public in accordance Florida’s broad Public Records
Law. Students are expected to demonstrate the interpersonal skills required to work effectively
with peers, which requires critical listening and respectful responding.

Assignment, Description, Schedule:
Participation: Attendance/participation is recorded in Canvas, where the total percentage 10%
is displayed. Classroom disruptions, including tardiness, will result in the loss of
participation points.
Project 1 Literacy Narrative: Project 1 allows students to reflect on their personal
experiences with literacy and construct a Literacy Narrative.

30%

Project 2 Expository Overview: Project 2 is allows students to explore local Discourse
Communities and examine their literary practices, which will be presented in the form of
an Expository Overview.

40%

Project 3 Textual Evaluation. Project 3 is a self study of rhetorical moves as identified
20%
through the textual and contextual evaluation of writing across multiple and varied spaces.

Grading: The FYC program uses task-specific rubrics to enhance accuracy and consistency in
grading. Rubrics are embedded within the tasks in Canvas. Writing projects, homework, in-class
assignments, and attendance may be graded on a percentage scale, point scale, and/or a lettergrade scale, but all translate to points. The FYC grading system accords with the USF grading
scale. See grading table below:
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Table A.1. Task Grading Scale
A+ (97-100) 4.00

A (94-96.9) 4.00 A- (90-93.9) 3.67

B+ (87-89.9) 3.33 B (84-86.9) 3.00 B- (80-83.9) 2.67
C+ (77-79.9) 2.33 C (74-76.9) 2.00 C- (70-73.9) 1.67
D+ (67-69.9) 1.33 D (64-66.9) 1.00 D- (60-63.9) 0.67
F (59.99 or below) 0.00

Grades will be determined through application on a 1000-point scale:

Table A.2. Course Grading Scale
A+ 1000-970 points A 969-940 points A- 939-900 points
B+ 899-870 points

B 869-840 points B- 839-800 points

C+ 799-770 points

C 769-740 points C- 739-700 points

D+ 699-670 points

D 669-640 points D- 641-600 points
F 599 points or fewer

Grade Access & Distribution: Grades can be accessed in Canvas throughout the semester. Final
grades for this course are posted in OASIS at the end of the semester. Check the USF Academic
calendar, available from the USF Registrar’s Office, for the posting date for final grades.
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Course Policies
Policies: Grades
Incomplete, Blank, or Incorrect Assignment Uploads: All uploads to Canvas must be
completed drafts of the correct assignment. If an incomplete or blank draft or an incorrect
assignment is uploaded, the submission will be counted as no submission. If attempts to submit
work to any platform are unsuccessful, the work must be submitted to your Instructor
immediately with an explanation of the failed attempt and a copy of the submitted help ticket.
Stated specifically, late or unsubmitted work will not be accepted based on the claim that the
technology did not work. Technology can have problems, so if it does, the submission must be
emailed to the Instructor before it is due with proof that a help ticket explaining the incident has
been submitted or the assignment will not be accepted.
Late Work: Late work will not be accepted after the assigned due date and time and cannot be
made up for any reason. Early work will be accepted, so preparing for any expected or
documented absence should include working with your Instructor so make sure work is
submitted before or on the due date. Because work is uploaded to Canvas, it can be submitted
from any location. As stated above (in Incomplete, Blank, or Incorrect Assignment Uploads),
work that cannot be submitted to the expected platform or software will be accepted only if
emailed to the Instructions before it is due with proof that a help ticket was submitted. Other than
those situations, work submitted to or through the wrong source will not be accepted. In other
words, if an assignment should be submitted to Canvas but is emailed to the Instructor instead, it
will not be considered submitted unless it is submitted correctly before it is due.
Course Withdrawals: You may withdraw from this course without academic penalty up until
the last day of the withdraw date stated on the USF Academic Calendar. Before you withdraw
from this course, the FYC program encourages you to consult several sources:
1. Consult with your Instructor concerning and course-related concerns.
2. Contact a financial aid advisor to ask how withdrawing might impact you
financially. For example, you may be required to maintain full matriculation as
part of the terms of receiving financial assistance. In this case, you should ask
whether withdrawing from the course risks financial penalties.
3. Ask your Academic Advisor if withdrawing will impact your progress toward the
degree.
Grades of Incomplete: FYC follows the university policy concerning incomplete grades.
Students may request an “I” grade “only when a small portion of the student’s work is
incomplete and only when the student is otherwise earning a passing grade.” Requests for an I
grade should be made in writing to the Instructor during the final two weeks of class and will
only be considered if the student is in good standing with a grade above C, has completed over
75% of the work, has a participation/attendance score above 75%, and has a documented
explanation of the reason for request. As part of the request, the student will also submit a
completion plan that suggests submission of the remaining work on a detailed schedule over the
following 4-6 week. If the I grade is approved, it is the responsibility of the student to submit all
work in accordance with the submitted plan. Late or incomplete work will result in scores of
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zero. “I” grades not removed by the end of the time limit will be changed to “IF” or “IU,”
whichever is appropriate.
Extra Credit: Two extra credit opportunities are included in ENC 1101 in the form of two
workshops: 1 for the Literacy Narrative and 1 for the Expository Overview. In addition to
attendance, to earn extra credit, students will need to present proof of completed work from the
workshop to their Instructor, who will determine the amount of credit the work deserves. No
more than 5 points can be added to the final score for the Literacy Narrative, and no more than
10 points can be added to the final score of the Expository Overview at the discretion of the
instructor. Absolutely no other opportunities for extra credit are available, and missed workshops
cannot be replaced or made up.
Requests for Inequitable Consideration: At the end of the term, students often become acutely
aware of their grades and attempt to bargain with or pressure Instructors to increase their grade.
A standard negotiation approach is to ask Instructors to round an individual student’s grade up,
usually to the next grade. For an Instructor to increase the score of 1 student by even .01 point on
any assignment without providing the same increase to all students is unfair and a violation of
FYC policy. Instructors are required to forward any such requests, written or verbal, to FYC
Administrators who will contact the student directly.

Policies: Technology and Media
Access: ENC 1101 requires students to have access to the Internet, a word processor or digitallyconnected device, a printer, Canvas, and any embedded applications. Not having access to a
computer is not an excuse for incomplete assignments or lack of preparation for class. Students
are expected to check their USF email account and Canvas for course updates every 24 hours.
Printing and computer use are available through the library and campus computer labs. For
assistance with technology, please can contact the IT Help Desk, available by email at
help@usf.edu or by phone at (866) 974-1222. Please note, your Instructor is not responsible for
student technical difficulties and will not excuse assignments that are late, incorrect, or
incomplete as a result of these technical difficulties. On the rare occasion of a USF system
failure that impacts Canvas, your Instructor will decide on how to proceed.
Canvas: ENC 1101 uses USF’s learning management system, Canvas. If you need help learning
how to use Canvas, you may access the Canvas Guide and/or contact USF’s IT department at
(813) 974-1222 or USF IT or help@usf.edu.
Google Docs: Some course content is located in Google Docs and can be accessed through
Canvas. Google Docs can also be accessed directly through Google suite, but students must be
signed in through their USF Gmail account to access the files. The course content will not be
accessible through personal Gmail accounts, so students should not email their Instructor to
request access: students should use their USF Gmail account. All texts in Google Docs can be
downloaded or accessed though the pdf link to guarantee that access to the
content will not be dependent on an internet connection or access to Google suite.
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Class Recordings: Students are not permitted to record class lectures or discussions without
permission from the Instructor. Additionally, students are not permitted to sell notes or tapes of
class lectures. If you have accommodations that allow the use of related software, discuss this
with your Instructor during the first week of class or upon initiation of the accommodation.
Classroom activities in FYC often include discussion, so recording without consent is a violation
of student rights in addition to FYC Policy.
Email Exchanges: Emails to your Instructor must be sent from a mail.usf.edu account and
composed professionally. Your Instructor will make every effort to respond to emails that
conform to these guidelines within 72 hours except over designated university holidays, semester
breaks, or after your Instructor’s contracted employment ends. Remember that emails between
students and Instructors are public and professional communication. You will want to include a
relevant subject header, the Instructor’s preferred name/title, a clear message, and a closing.
Cell Phones and Computers in Class: Electronics are used in class only in ways that are
initiated and directed by the Instructor, aid learning, and engage course content directly. Your
Instructor will let you know when/if laptops/tablets will be used in class to aid learning. Present
your Instructor with a memorandum from Student Disability Services (SDS) if a computer is a
recommended class accommodation. If laptops/tablets are used in class as part of a scheduled
class assignment, students who engage unrelated content will be lose participations for the day.
Phones may be accessed during Instructor-initiated breaks and before or after class. If students
are on any device during class that is not being used at the direction of the Instructor, the student
can lose participation points, and if the behavior becomes a distraction, the Instructor will report
the student to the Associate Director of FYC for a potential Disruption of Academic Process
violation.

Policies: Student Expectations
Disruption to Academic Processes: Disruptive students in the academic setting hinder the
educational process. Disruption of the academic process is defined as the act, words, or general
conduct of a student in a classroom or other academic environment, which in the reasonable
estimation of the Instructor (a) directs attention away from the academic matters at hand, such as
noisy distractions, persistent, disrespectful or abusive interruption of lecture, exam, academic
discussion, or general University operations or (b) presents a danger to the health, safety, or wellbeing of self or other persons (Disruption of Academic Process, USF System Regulation 3.025.
19).
Attendance Policy: First day attendance is mandatory (USF System Policy 10-006). The first
day class roll is used by Instructors to drop students from the course who do not attend the first
class meeting.
Attendance and participation are required and connected. Attendance is recorded using the
Canvas application Roll Call Attendance, which calculates and displays the total percentage of
the course attended. Attendance is required to earn participation points, but attendance alone
does not guarantee full credit for participation. Students who are physically present but openly
299

distracted or disruptive will not earn points for attendance/participation. When behavior in class
impacts a student’s participation score, the Instructor will contact the student directly. If
distracting or distracted behaviors continue, the Instructor will involve external stakeholders.
Roll Call Attendance in Canvas has three options: Present, Absent, Neither. To earn credit for
attendance, students must be marked as present. Students with excused absences will be marked
Neither so that the absence does not count against them. Students who are physically present will
be initially marked as present. Students who do not participate or who cause disruption or
distraction in class, will be shifted from Present to Neither in Roll Call, which does not allow the
student to earn points for participation but does not count against the student.
Students are required to keep up with and submit work even when absent. Work submitted
before the due date will be accepted whether in class or not. Course content is available on
Canvas, so students do not need to ask Instructors what material was missed. Questions about
missed activities should be asked to the Instructor in person during office hours. Students can
also contact peers to discuss missed class activities.
Documented Absences: Please alert your Instructor in advance regarding documented absences.
According to the USF Undergraduate Catalog:
•

Acceptable reasons for scheduled absences include observation of religious holy days
[early notification is required at the beginning of the term, as clarified in USF System
Policy 10-045], court imposed legal obligations (e.g., jury duty and subpoenas), special
requirements of other courses and University-sponsored events (e.g., performances,
athletic events, judging trips), and requirements of military service. Employment
schedules, athletic training and practice schedules, and personal appointments are not
valid reasons for scheduled absences (Academic Policies and Procedures 13).

In the case of unscheduled absences, such as “illness, injury, hospitalization, deaths in the
immediate family, consequences of severe weather, and other crises,” all FYC students are
required to provide “documentation or verification to excuse unscheduled absences” to their
Instructor for consideration (Academic Policies and Procedures 13). Documentation must be
presented in person and will not be kept be the Instructor.
In the case on ongoing medical conditions, the Undergraduate Catalog states:
•

Extended illnesses may interfere with the successful completion of courses, and in such
cases a student should contact his or her College by the deadline to drop a course. After
the drop deadline, students may submit an Academic Regulations Committee (ARC)
Petition to drop or withdraw for medical reasons. Students may find additional
information through their College ARC representative (Academic Policies and
Procedures 14).

SDS Accommodations may include an allowance for excused absences when the absence is the
result of an illness related to the diagnosis connected to the accommodation. All accommodationrelated absences must be reported to the SDS Advisor by the student in order to keep the Advisor
informed. If accommodation-related absences reach three, the Instructor will contact the SDS
Advisor directly to discuss whether or not the student is too sick to complete the course.
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Tardiness: Students who are late to class will be marked absent, but they can still participate in
class. Students who come to class late and interrupt student activities in ways that disrupt
learning will be asked to leave.
Academic Integrity of Students: Academic integrity is the foundation of the University of
South Florida System’s commitment to the academic honesty and personal integrity of its
university community. Academic integrity is grounded in fundamental values such as honesty,
respect, and fairness. Broadly defined, academic honesty is the completion of all academic
endeavors and claims of scholarly knowledge as representative of one’s own efforts. The final
decision on an academic integrity violation and related academic sanction at any USF System
institution will affect and be applied to the academic status of the student throughout the USF
System, unless otherwise determined by the independently accredited institution. (See Academic
Integrity of Students, USF System Regulation 3.027).
Like USF, FYC is dedicated to promoting a culture that values academic integrity and honesty
and enforces policies around academic dishonesty. The most common and concrete occurrence
of academic dishonesty comes in the form of plagiarism. Any suspected instance of plagiarism,
intentional or unintentional, will be reported to Program and Department Administrators, who
will investigate the suspicion and alert the University. In addition to suspicion of plagiarism
(which can range from having someone write your paper to not citing source material), academic
integrity can including letting someone else do your homework or contribute too much to your
work products. If there appears to be a disparity between work product and class participation,
Instructors can ask to meet with students to discuss the causes. If you are ever unsure about how
much help is too much help, meet with your Instructor to ask. And remember, your Instructor is
always happy to help, so take advantage of office hours. And know that not learning the material
will not help you as you advance into your disciplinary coursework and grow in related areas of
your personal and professional life.
Turnitin.com: You may be required to turn in your work through Canvas, which uses
Turnitin.com to generate a similarity report that will identify if and how another author’s work
was used in the assignment. Instructors may use the report and other materials provided by
Turnitin.com to recognize and respond to cases relating to Academic Integrity.
Student Academic Grievance Procedures: The purpose of these procedures is to provide
students within the University of South Florida System an opportunity for objective review of
facts and events pertinent to the cause of the academic grievance. According to the College of
Arts and Sciences:
•

An “academic grievance” is a claim that a specific academic decision or action that
affects that student's academic record or status has violated published policies and
procedures, or has been applied to the grievant in a manner different from that used for
other students; the grade assigned was based on something other than performance in the
course, or that the assignment of the grade was not consistent with the criteria for
awarding of grades as described in the course syllabus or other materials distributed to
the student.
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If you have a grievance, immediately meet with your Instructor to discuss the grade and the
situation. If the situation cannot be resolved with the Instructor, contact Dr. Alaina Tackitt,
Associate Director of First Year Composition, within three weeks of the assigned grade you wish
to grieve to request a grade grievance conference (atackitt@usf.edu). In your request email, state
the policy you believe the Instructor has violated, how the Instructor’s decision or action has
been applied to you in a manner different from that used for other students in your class, and
how the action has directly impacted your score on an assignment. Also provide an overview of
your meeting with the Instructor and why the situation was not resolved by the meeting. After
the conference and further investigation, Dr. Tackitt will decide if the grievance will be escalated
to Department Chair and continue through the stated process. The Associate Director of FYC can
also be contacted to discuss concerns not directly related to a grade grievance.
Disability Access: Students with disabilities are responsible for registering with Student
Disabilities Services (SDS) in order to receive academic accommodations. SDS encourages
students to notify Instructors of accommodation needs at least five business days prior to needing
the accommodation. A letter from SDS must accompany this request. If you want or need
support related to taking notes, ask your Instructor to upload a Collaborative Notes document in
Canvas.
Temporary Academic Accommodations: While temporary impairments, such as broken bones,
surgery recovery, and short-term illnesses, are not covered by the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA), which applies only to permanent disabilities, resources through the Student
Disability Services (SDS) may be available to assist you in your classes and on campus at the
University of South Florida. Students requesting temporary academic accommodations from
SDS will submit an Application for Accommodations and Services with a letter from a physician
or medical documents showing the nature and extent of the injury. Alternately, the student’s
physician may complete the “Verification Form for Students with Temporary Impairments.” All
forms are available at http://www.sds.usf.edu in the “Forms” section.
Sexual Misconduct/Sexual Harassment Reporting: USF is committed to providing an
environment free from sex discrimination, including sexual harassment and sexual violence
(USF System Policy 0-004). The USF Center for Victim Advocacy is a confidential resource
where you can talk about incidents of sexual harassment and gender-based crimes, including
sexual assault, stalking, and domestic/relationship violence. The Center for Victim Advocacy is
confidential resource can help you without having to report your situation to either the Office of
Student Rights and Responsibilities (OSSR) or the Office of Diversity, Inclusion, and Equal
Opportunity (DIEO), unless you request that they make such a report. Please be aware that in
compliance with Title IX and under the USF System Policy, educators must report incidents of
sexual harassment and gender-based crimes including sexual assault, stalking, and
domestic/relationship violence. If you disclose any of these situations in class, in papers, or to
your Instructor personally, she/he/they is/are required to report it to OSSR or DIEO for
investigation.
FERPA: FERPA, the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR
Part 99), is the Federal law that protects the privacy of students' educational records. Protection
under FERPA applies to all registered students at USF. FYC Instructors are not at liberty to share
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student information with anyone, including family or friends of the student, without direct
written consent from the student to the Instructor in an email from a university account that
includes what information to share with whom and a copy of a signed waiver. See the USF
Registrar's page for more information.
Food and Housing Insecurity: We recognize that students may encounter financial difficulties
related to food or housing insecurity and that these financial issues can affect academic
performance. Students with these needs are urged to contact Feed-A-Bull (feedabull@usf.edu) or
Student Outreach and Support (socat@usf.edu).
End of Semester Evaluations: At the end of the semester, you will be asked to complete an
evaluation of the course. Evaluations are anonymous and are not shared with your Instructor
until after grades have been submitted. FYC and USF administrators value your input on course
content and instruction.
Emergency Plans: If an emergency occurs while you are in the classroom, dial 911 to reach
USF Police (or on their non-emergency number, 813-974-2628). Depending on the complexity
and type of emergency, normal class schedules may be suspended. If it is necessary for USF to
suspend normal operations due to any emergency situation, USF may opt to continue delivery of
instruction through methods that include but are not limited to Canvas, Elluminate, Skype, and
email messaging and/or an alternate schedule. It is your responsibility to monitor the Canvas site
for each class for course specific communication, and the main USF, college, and department
websites, emails, and MoBull messages for important general information.
University Policy Statement: Policies about disability access, religious observances, academic
grievances, academic misconduct, and several other topics are governed by a central set of
policies, which apply to all classes at USF.

Important Dates
USF Calendar
June 28: Last day to drop with fee liability
July 4: USF closed for holiday
July 20: Last day to withdraw; no refund & no academic penalty Session B
August 2: Summer 2019 session B classes end (End of Term)
August 9: Summer 2019 grades visible on OASIS

Additional Resources
•
•
•
•
•
•

FYC Student Resources
USF Undergraduate Plagiarism Policies
Library: printing, study room reservations, laptop checkout . . .
Academic Success Center: Tutoring Center and Writing Studio
USF Writing Studio: make an appointment in person or by calling (813) 974-8293
Advocacy and Support: student appeals, concerns, and notifications can be addressed
through the Dean of Students.
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•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Center for Victim Advocacy: (Confidential) free and confidential services to USF
students who have experienced crime, violence, or abuse on or off campus either recently
or in the past
Counseling Center: (Confidential) variety of psychological services for all currently
registered students on the Tampa campus of the University of South Florida
Student Health Center: (Confidential) registered students have no out-of-pocket costs for
general medical office visits or consultations
Student Disabilities Services: (Confidential) students may apply for classroom
accommodations for current or future use
Ombudsperson: (Confidential) neutral party to help students address problems, concerns,
and complaints through informal means
DIEO, Title Nine: (Not confidential): reviews incidents that may constitute sexual
harassment, sexual violence, or gender discrimination
Student Outreach and Support: an interdisciplinary team that reviews referrals for
students whose behavior presents a disruption to campus or a concern for safety (Call
6130).
Office of Student Rights and Responsibilities: receives referrals regarding alleged
violations of the Student Code of Conduct.
USF Police: offers a number of services including Rape Aggression Defense classes
USF INTO Program
USF INTO Pathways Program
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Appendix B: Task Prompts

B.1 Literacy Narrative Assignment Details
Attached Assignment: After you read the assignment details closely and carefully, think
through your approach to the construction of your Literacy Narrative. Then preview all the
Activities and Tasks in Project 1 (see all content links). Once you have digested the material,
post your considered responses to each of the following:
1. Where will you do the reading (location and device)?
2. Where will you write and store assignments (hardware and software)?
3. When and where will you work (main times and locations)?
4. What are the main details of the assignment?
5. What, specifically, did you learn from previewing all the activities and tasks in Project 1?
6. What planning or calendering technique will you use to plan for the next five weeks?
7. Describe this assignment in one sentence for a defined audience.
8. What question would you ask your Instructor?
9. What will you need to succeed in this assignment?
10. What terms and concepts will you need to understand to fulfill this assignment?
11. What part(s) of the assignment interest you most?
12. Finally, do you feel prepared to complete the assignment. If you do, what steps in this
preparation process have helped most. If you do not, what will help you feel prepared?

Literacy Narrative
Details: Project 1 builds to the delivery of a 750-1000 word Literacy Narrative written in MLA,
which is due on Week 4 and is to be submitted through USF Writes. The process of constructing
the Literacy Narrative is broken into 15 activities with distinct tasks that will total 300 points.

Overview
While literacy narratives take many forms, the format of the Literacy Narrative that will
submitted in week 4 will be a written document. As we move through the process of writing our
Literacy Narrative, many audiences will be engaged. At the core, you are the primary audience
for your writing, specifically for a narrative genre, but your peers in the course and the Instructor
will also serve as audiences.
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You will also upload any version or section of your Literacy Narrative in any format to the
DALN, which is a public audience. Pay attention to the shifts you make when you move from an
academic audience to a public audience because these shifts will be discussed in Project 3. You
are free to be creative and change format or medium for this upload as you edit your submission
for a public audience.
With these audiences in mind, consider how personal you want to be and what experiences
(yours and those of other individuals in your stories) you want to share so that you can work
where you are comfortable. You are the main character in your story.

Tasks
The steps of the assignment are broken down into tasks that will be submitted in Canvas.
Because this is a Composition course and the writing process is part of our content, time is spent
on the elements of writing that are not necessarily explored explicitly in other courses.
We are mentioning this again because it is important to recognize that the content related to the
assignment will be included in each of the tasks and that all the tasks will build upon each other
and up to the submission of the Literacy Narrative. The building process makes sense in theory,
but in practice, it can feel like the whole assignment is not immediately clear yet, which is true.
But everything is intentional and connected.
Learning something means shifting from not knowing to knowing, and the step in the middle is
often confusion. When the thing you are learning is a complex process, it can take weeks for
elements to start to click. If you have questions after a reading, ask your Instructor. But if you
just have an overall sense of worry that you are encountering things you don’t know, that is
because you are learning, which is a good thing and is the goal of being here.

Constructing the Literacy Narrative
To construct a Literacy Narrative, we will engage short readings and complete attached
assignments. We will practice reading and annotating texts and explore sample narratives. We
will outline and answer questions intended to explore our literacy experiences and look for
connections across those experiences in an effort to locate one, overarching outcome or impact
of literacy in the formation of who we are today.
Although this is your story, you will be collaborating with peers in a number or ways, most of
which will come in the form of sharing your attached assignments through posts in Canvas
threads on discussion boards.
Once you have outlined and drafted your Literacy Narrative, you will have the opportunity to
review and revise your paper. The practice of using a checklist to review your paper and the
process of Self Review will allow you to develop a strong Literacy Narrative for submission. The
final narrative will be submitted to your Instructor for review. After you submit your final
Literacy Narrative, you will upload your public-facing narrative and take some time to reflect on
the process.
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Beginning to consider your relation to and with literacy will serve as the foundation for the
subsequent assignments in which you will take a deeper dive into the exploration of individual
and collective communication practices and processes—all with the intention of understanding
and developing the main character in your story.

Format
Knowledge of the conventions of documenting source material and formatting your assignment
is part of successful college-level writing. Fortunately you are not expected to memorize that
knowledge but only to have a working knowledge and the willingness to locate credible sources
and apply the knowledge before submission.
Stated simply, you must use MLA carefully and correctly, but you are able to look up all the
answers all the time. Following formatting expectations only requires spending the time and
energy necessary to follow basic directions. Ample content is spread throughout the internet on
numerous .edu sites that you will learn to navigate as you complete written assignments for
courses for years to come. Resistance is futile and costly. Simply look up the formatting
expectations and do the work.
For the Literacy Narrative, source material is not required but is allowed and should be cited in
the text and at the end of the text in accordance with MLA style guide expectations. Proficiency
with formatting is an expectation for all college-level writing, but different assignment
requirements result in different formatting requirements. For instance, if you do not use source
material for your Literacy Narrative, your submission doesn’t require in-text citations or a Works
Cited page. If you use sources, you need both.
Different formats will be used depending on the discipline in which you are writing, but the
general concepts of attribution and organization apply across all academic writing. The goal of
learning to write in MLA is not simply to learn MLA but to learn the value of sharing a standard
style that guides the overall approaches to the use of source material.
Projects 2 and 3 will require the use of sources, so documentation will be discussed explicitly in
those sections. If you want to use sources in your Literacy Narrative, check any credible source
(like USF Writing Studio or the Purdue OWL).

Project 1 Overview
In Project 1, you will construct a Literacy Narrative. Project 1 will take 5 weeks to complete and
includes 10 Activities, each of which is broken down into tasks. Completion of each task as part
of each activity is required and will contribute to a successful Literacy Narrative.

Organization
The activities in Project 1 are organized to include assignment content, as well as instruction,
practice, collaboration, feedback, and reflection. Each activity focuses on developing specific
elements within the overall learning objectives and outcomes for the course, and while the
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activities build to a Literacy Narrative, the tasks themselves are designed to focus on developing
knowledge, skills, and attitudes associated with college-level learning and production. In other
words, every step is connected in a spiral of activities designed to lead you to success.
Some of the skills you will encounter in Project 1 are skills most students were exposed to in
high school or in other educational settings. Our goal is to build on existing skills and develop
them for the expectations of higher education because these skills are needed not only to succeed
at USF but across your lifecycle of professional and personal development whether you advance
into graduate school or enter the workplace. Other skills are probably new to most students. The
goal of the skills activities is to learn the language and logic behind the skill and to practice both
within the context of the assignment in order to develop the ability to continue the practice on
your own and tailor the practice to the areas of your life where they will transfer.
In Project 1, Activities 1-4 will allow you to develop and practice skills around reading,
annotating, summarizing, and collaborating with the goal of constructing the Literacy Narrative
in clear steps and while you practice foundational skills. Activities 5, 6, and 7 will allow you to
practice the processes of outlining, construction, and revision. After submitting your Literacy
Narrative in Activity 8, Activity 9 will allow you to reimagine and revise your narrative for a
public audience. Reflecting on your writing and learning will be included in Activity 10.
The goal of the reflection is to identify the important elements of the task and recognize what has
been learned and how that learning has created or shifted your personal writing process. A
literacy narrative is a reflection in and of itself; it allows the writer to reflect on prior experiences
and make sense of present impact. In a similar way, as you will see, all of the Projects in ENC
1101 include reflections throughout the tasks and a reflection activity upon completion.
Before jumping from one activity and project into the next, it is invaluable to pause and look at
what has been done in order to allow our learning to be identified and absorbed. Part of that
pausing and reflecting will include a one-on-one conference with your Instructor in Week 5.
Additionally, you will locate, engage, and share supplemental resources. Based on what your
work throughout the tasks in Project 1 helped you identify as areas where you feel comfortable
and confident and areas where you would like to develop your skills, you will be able to select
resources that will strengthen and supplement the specific skills while practicing self-directed
and independent learning.
In-class activities connected to each task will allow for collaboration and feedback, and many of
your attached assignments will be posted to Canvas as discussion threads that allow you to read
and respond to the submissions of your peers.

Content
All course content is embedded in Canvas. Additional tools, such as USF Writes, will also be
used to engage and upload materials. Readings are linked to Google Docs within the tasks for
each activity. The readings in each task include instructions on skills that are then engaged
through the Attached Assignment and content directly related to the scaffolded steps that build to
the Literacy Narrative.
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The Attached Assignments are completed and uploaded before each class so that the content
included in the readings can be developed and discussed in class in collaboration with your peers
and your Instructor. The design is intended to allow you to read and digest the content on your
own and then apply the skills individually before class. In addition to opening class time for
active learning and discussion instead of using classroom time for lectures and content delivery,
this approach allows you to absorb the material in your own way and at your own pace before
entering discussions that can then serve to deepen your understanding and comprehension of the
content. Time for workshopping the tasks in class may also be available as a result of this
approach to content delivery.

The course content for Project 1 is embedded throughout the tasks in the following readings:
Task 1.1 Approaching an Assignment
Task 1.3 Literacy Narrative Assignment Details
Task 2.1 Genre: Literacy Narrative
Task 3.1 Reading and Summarizing Fiction
Task 3.3 Responding to Fiction
Task 4.1 Reading and Summarizing Narratives
Task 4.3 Responding to Narratives
Task 5.1 Rewind and Reflect
Task 5.3 Outlining the Literacy Narrative
Task 6.1 Evolving an Outline
Task 6.2 Checklist
Task 7.1 Self Review
Task 8.2 Scoring and Grading
Task 9.1 Audience
Task 9.3 Conferencing
Task 10.1 Self-Directed Supplements
Task 10.3 Reflective Statement

Content is also included in the form of primary sources that are embedded in the readings. Any
additional readings will be provided in class as part of class activities or shared through Canvas
by your Instructor.
The steps of the project will unfold across the assignments, so don’t feel like you should
understand the whole project right away. Content and reflection are spaced out across Project 1
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to allow you time to practice and absorb the material as in evolves. Task 1.3 provides an
overview of the details and requires you to preview the entire project, which will let you see how
all the steps work together to build to the Literacy Narrative. Task 2.1 explains the genre, so it
will start to become clear after those readings and assignments have been completed. Activities 3
and 4 work on building the skills of summary and response and allow us to read a narrative that
will serve as an example of the narrative genre while also allowing us to develop the skills of
summary and response that we will need to summarize our own stories as part of our Literacy
Narrative. When you develop your outline in Activity 5, all the steps with start to come together
and click, so feel free to ask questions at any point, but recognize that it is ok if you are learning
as you go.

Time on Task
Assignments are designated with an approximate time on task. The indicated range (~20-30
minutes, for instance) is intended to provide a general length of time you should plan to allot for
the task. Some students will finish in less time, and some will spend more time on each task.
Don’t feel pressure to complete the tasks in the given window of time. Do recognize that you
will need to plan to give yourself time to get through all the assigned work.
Although the main intention is to support your planning, it is also useful to recognize that if you
haven’t put in nearly as much time as the task is suggested to take, it is unlikely that you will be
working at the level needed to be successful. And if you feel confused or want to ask questions
or quit but know you haven’t put in much time, try to stick with it.
Most learning starts with confusion because that means you are processing information about
something that you didn’t know. Do ask your Instructor if you have questions, but let yourself try
to get through the content first so that you can develop helpful questions. Similarly, if you are
spending far more than the approximate time on tasks, talk to your Instructor. Just as you will
want to preview the content, be sure to review the schedule in order to inform your planning.

Schedule
Week 1

Project 1 Overview
Activity 1: Introduction to Assignment: Literacy Narrative

Week 2

Activity 2: Introduction to Genre: Narrative
Activity 3: Reading Fiction

Week 3

Activity 4: Reading Narratives
Activity 5: Reflection and Construction

Week 4

Activity 6: Reviewing and Previewing
Activity 7: Revision
Activity 8: Submission
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Week 5

Activity 9: Addressing Audience
Activity 10: Reflection
Conferences

One early way to develop your ability to plan—often called self-regulation—is to place the
activities in your calendar with the approximate time you will spend on each. Learning about
realistic time allocation is an important part of creating your personal writing process. And when
you are done with a reading or task, don’t wait until the next class meeting for direction. All the
content is available, so always feel free to take advantage of the opportunity to get started on the
next reading and prepared for the next task and class.

Evaluation
There are a number of graded assignments in Project 1. Each reading includes content, generally
in the form of a reading or video, with an attached assignment that accompanies the content.
Attached assignments allow you to engage the content and apply the associated skills.
Project 1 includes 15 attached assignments each worth 15 points for a total of 225 points. Each of
these tasks is designed to build on general skills and to support the development of Project 1.
Instructors will provide feedback on the attached assignments throughout the term, generally in
the form of brief comments on the content. Instructors may also note patterns and suggest
locating resources on specific subjects to support your self-directed learning, which will be
submitted in Activity 10.
The content and attached assignments will build to your Literacy Narrative. Before submitting
your final Literacy Narrative, you will receive feedback on the formatting and content of your
outline. After outlining your Literacy Narrative, you will develop the outline into a full narrative,
which you will upload and Self Review in USF Writes. You will then revise your Literacy
Narrative and upload your final draft in USF Writes for Instructor feedback. Feedback on your
Literacy Narrative will be provided in USF Writes and a final grade, worth 75 points, will be
included in your attached assignment submitted in Canvas (task 8.3).
The attached assignments associated with Activities 9 and 10 will be uploaded and scored in
Canvas, as well. Project 1 is worth 300 points of the 1000 available points in the course. Extra
credit is available at the discretion of your Instructor and only in the form of FYC Workshop
attendance and participation.
Evaluation of work in ENC 1101 is designed to focus on providing you with feedback that will
allow you to learn and to develop your writing and your writing process. One important way we
support that goal is not to focus only on a huge, final product that is heavily weighted. Small
tasks that develop your skills and allow you to practice add up to more points than the final
product they feed.
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Another innovative way we work to support your learning is to take more than the Literacy
Narrative itself into consideration when evaluating your performance on the Literacy Narrative.
Feedback on the product, which is the Literacy Narrative you upload, takes place in USF Writes
and informs the grade, but your learning and development cannot be judged by the product
alone. Instead you will also be allowed to reflect on the other learning that likely occurred
throughout Project 1 so that those elements, the learning not demonstrated in the one sample of
your writing that the Literacy Narrative represents, can be considered as part of the grade. Your
performance on the Literacy Narrative will still inform the grade and serve as the main
consideration, but space for other considerations is included. While this may make sense in
theory just by reading an explanation, the best way to achieve comprehension is by experiencing
the process across Project 1. The same design spirals into Projects 2 and 3.

About Scores
USF Writes is a formative assessment platform, which means that it will create a digital space
intended to generate feedback you can use to develop your writing process instead of feedback
only intended to comment on or judge a final product. Using USF Writes will allow you to
undertake a systematic review of your own work and the work of your peers using the same tools
and task-specific rubrics that will be used when your Instructor provides feedback to you. These
rubrics include actionable elements that will allow you to revise your work with precision. The
scores in USF Writes are listed as numbers to allow Instructors and students to be able to locate
the text box on a scale so that the rubric feedback can be understood. Scores are not grades. USF
Writes is used for feedback and everything that happens in USF Writes is intended to allow
Instructors to provide students with actionable feedback. The feedback will inform the grade,
which will be assigned in Canvas.

About Grades
The scores you receive in USF Writes are designed to allow you to reflect on your work in
structured ways; however, these formative assessments are different from grades. While grades
are informed by the criteria described on the rubric, there are many other elements of writing that
no rubric can capture. Your instructor is an expert reviewer and will be able to assign and discuss
each grade based on elements from the rubric and other elements of writing processes and
products that are part of the submission at hand.

Rubrics
There are two rubrics for Project 1: the grading rubric that is in Canvas and will be used to grade
all the Attached Assignments that are connected to the readings and designated as Tasks, and the
feedback rubric in USF Writes that will be used to provide feedback for Self Review and
Instructor Review.
The 15 attached assignments submitted regularly as tasks within the activities will be evaluated
for overlapping criteria using the grading rubric, which is a holistic rubric in Canvas:
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The grading rubric will be connected to the 15 points that result based on the quality of the
uploaded content. The same grading rubric, which is holistic and not broken into separate
criteria, will be used to evaluate all of the Attached Assignments. Additional comments may be
given by your Instructor.
Feedback will be provided in USF Writes based on a rubric that is not tied directly to grades.
Instead scores that inform grades will be used. A 6-point scale is tied to the rubric in order to
separate the scores from the 75 points that determine the grade. The same feedback rubric, or
scoring rubric, is used for Self Review and for Instructor Review, which means that you will get
to practice using the rubric on your own paper before your Instructor uses the same rubric to
provide feedback, which will help you better understand the expectations and the feedback.
The Literacy Narrative will be uploaded to USF Writes so that feedback can be provided with the
following scoring rubric. The scoring rubric includes four criteria take allow the complexity of
the assignment to be addressed. Elements of the scoring rubric will also be used to inform a
grade, but the grade will not be based only on the feedback in USF Writes and will be given in
Canvas.
The goal of the rubric design and the clear segregation between feedback and grading is intended
to support your learning and success. We understand that it is different than standard grading and
evaluation methods most students and Instructors have experienced and may take until the
second project to really get, but we trust that you will appreciate the impact this approach will
have on our learning and success. As you progress through Project 1, more information will be
provided.
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B.2 Expository Overview Assignment Details
Attached Assignment: After you read the assignment overview closely and carefully, think
through your approach to the construction of your Expository Overview. Then preview all the
Activities and Tasks in Project 2. Once you have digested the material, post your considered
responses to each of the following:
1. What did you learn from the prior project that will inform your approach to this Project?
2. What are the main details of the assignment?
3. What, specifically, did you learn from previewing all the activities and tasks in Project 2?
4. What planning or calendering technique will you use to plan for the next six weeks?
5. Describe this assignment in one sentence for a defined audience.
6. What question would you ask your Instructor?
7. What will you need to succeed in this assignment?
8. What terms and concepts will you need to understand to fulfill this assignment?
9. What part(s) of the assignment interest you most?
10. Finally, do you feel prepared to complete the assignment? If you do, what steps in this
preparation process have helped most? If you do not, what will help you feel prepared?
Expository Overview
Details: Project 2 builds to the delivery of an Expository Overview that informs readers of the
literacy practices of a specific discourse community by addressing the organizing question: How
does this discourse community use writing to communicate? The Expository Overview will
be submitted to USF Writes during Week 11. The integration of content from at least one
scholarly source in addition to the written communications of the discourse community you
explore are required, and all content must be formatted according to MLA guidelines and total
1000-1200 words. The process of constructing the Expository Overview is broken into 15
Activities with distinct tasks that total 300 points.

Overview
Building upon your personal exploration through the creation of your Literacy Narrative, Project
2 will investigate a select discourse community in search of the ways that the group
communicates through writing. In Project 1, you thought and wrote about literacy and the role it
played in your life. We zoomed out to look at literacy in a broad way and to include a wide range
of types of literacy. In Project 2, you will zoom in and look at specific literacy practices, the
practices that construct larger literacies, and how they function to create and cultivate
communication within a group. Project 2 is designed to span 6 weeks and is worth 30% of the
available points for the course.
Language is a part of identity. Written and spoken language can be used to include and exclude
individuals. All groups share literacy practices as part of their communication, and these
practices become part of what connects members, which makes understanding the practices and
participating in them a requirement for inclusion in the group. Such expectations often go
unnoticed and seem to become natural to the members. By looking for and at practices around
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written communication that are shared by a group, we can learn more about each group and more
about ourselves and how we communicate with and through writing and reading.
Project 2 will allow you to practice expository writing and to develop the skills associated with
integrating source material into your academic writing. Additionally, the assignment is
constructed with the goal of allowing students to locate groups on campus, explore community
connections, and share these connections with peers.
Like Project 1, the steps of this assignment are broken into tasks that build on each other and up
to the final submission and reflection. To begin, it is necessary to understand the expectations of
expository writing so that you know what you will be doing and how to succeed. Our reading on
Genre will allow us to explore exposition.
Then you will need to understand the definition of a discourse community so that you can locate
a group to study. We will read Swales together so that we are working from the same
understanding of a discourse community as we start to explore local discourse communities. The
information you gather in relation to the discourse community you plan to study will be
grounded and contextualized in source material gathered from a range of readings related to
discourse communities. Once you have located a discourse community you’d like to explore, you
will gather information and arrange it in order to inform your peers and readers by answering the
question of how the discourse community communicates in writing.
To deepen our practice of critical reading and annotating, we will read academic and popular
sources about discourse communities together. You will be able to select from a list of scholarly
articles to develop your advanced reading skills and to broaden your understanding of related
topics. We will also start to practice the basic skills of library research, which will be developed
in ENC 1102. Practices such as Gridding and Peer Review will also be discussed and developed.
The layers of this assignment are typical for college-level writing assignments. Just like there are
many steps to a math problem or a science experiment, once you understand the steps involved
in a writing assignment, you can follow the steps to ensure that you fulfill the assignment by
demonstrating the required intellectual skills. Executing the related skills is necessary to fulfill
the assignment, but writing assignments also allow space for you to include your voice and style
in creative ways that let your critical thinking skills shine. In addition to practicing critical and
creative skills, remember that another goal is to continue learning about yourself so that you can
have more say in your success. Your writing practices will become an increasingly important
consideration in Project 3.

Format
The integration of one scholarly source is required for Project 2. The scholarly article we all read
(Swales) can serve as the required scholarly source. To explore how a group communicates
through writing, the groups written communications should also include as a direct source. As
such, you will be expected to include source material from the communications of your discourse
community of choice. We also read other material that can be included, and you can use any
outside source that serves the purpose of informing your audience by sharing how the group uses
writing to communicate. Any and all sources addressed in the Expository Overview must be
cited in accordance with MLA formatting expectations.
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Reading, annotating, and summarizing are required steps in the Activities that comprise Project
2, and MLA expectations will be included as part of the tasks. The readings will be tracked on a
grid and annotated for use in your Expository Overview. All elements of source attribution and
integration in MLA are required including signal phrases, in-text citations, and a reference page
in addition to any other formatting expectations. External resources such as the USF Writing
Studio and the Purdue Owl can also serve as resources. FYC Workshops will also be offered and
will allow you to double check your formatting before submission.

Project 2
In Project 2, you will construct an Expository Overview of a Discourse Community. Project 2
will take approximately 6 weeks (weeks 5-11) to complete and includes 11 Activities (11-21),
each of which is broken down into tasks. Completion of each activity is required and will
contribute to a successful Expository Overview.

Organization
The basic format of Project 2 mirrors Project 1. The activities in Project 2 are designed to revisit
a number of the skills introduced and practiced in Project 1 and deepen the development of those
practices while introducing new skills. The structure of Project 1 asked you to explore how
literacy impacted you. The structure of Project 2 is framed by the question: How does this
discourse community use writing to communicate? Through the tasks and their attached
assignments, you will select a discourse community to explore and begin to examine their texts
in order to answer the question with the goal of informing your reader.
Reading, annotating, and summarizing are revisited and developed through practice with
popular, or public, sources and with scholarly, peer-reviewed articles. The outlining process is
expanded to include collaboration and gridding. Primary research is introduced in the form of
gathering textual evidence related to a discourse community of choice.
Because the inclusion of sources is required in Project 2, content related to the attribution and
integration of source material in MLA is included. Self Review is also revisited, and Peer
Review is added to the revision process. Project 2 also includes opportunities for reflection
throughout the tasks and after submission and for self-directed learning based on the new skills.
Again, in-class activities connected to each task will allow for collaboration and feedback.

Content
Like Project 1, all content is embedded in Canvas, and readings include an attached assignment
or expected activity. The tasks build to create the Expository Overview. The course content for
Project 2 is embedded throughout the tasks in the following content readings:
Task 11.1 Expository Overview Assignment Details
Task 11.3 Genre: Expository
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Task 12.1 Discourse Communities and Literacy Practices
Task 12.3 Competencies and Composition
Task 13.1 Gridding and Grid of USF Discourse Communities
Task 13.2 Searching for Discourse Communities
Task 14.1 Swales as an Academic Source
Task 14.3 Swales Grid
Task 15.1 Discourse Community Deep Dive
Task 15.3 Outlining the Expository Overview
Task 16.1 Scholarly Articles
Task 16.2 Reading and Annotating Scholarly Sources
Task 16.3 Scholarly Articles Related to Discourse Communities
Task 17.1 Evolving the Outline into an Overview
Task 18.1 Revisiting Self Review
Task 19.1 Peer Review
Task 20.2 Revisiting Grading
Task 20.4 Conferences P2
Task 21.1 Revisiting Self Direction
Task 21.3 Revisiting Reflection

Schedule
Week 6

Activity 11: Introduction to Assignment: Expository Overview
Activity 12: Understanding Discourse Communities

Week 7

Activity 13: Exploring Discourse Communities
Activity 14: Reading a Scholarly Source

Week 8

Activity 15: Diving and Outlining
Activity 16: Scholarly Articles

Week 9

Activity 17: From Outlining to Overview
Activity 18: Self Review and Revision

Week 10

Activity 19: Introducing Peer Review
Activity 20: Submission of Expository Overview
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Week 11

Activity 21: Reflection and Resources
Activity 22: Conferences

Evaluation
Like Project 1, Project 2 includes content readings that introduce and review skills and attached
assignments that practice the skills and respond to the content. Project 2 includes 15 attached
assignments each worth 15 points for a total of 225 points. The content and attached assignments
will build to your Expository Overview. Before submitting your Expository Overview, you will
receive feedback on your outline, you will review your Expository Overview, you will receive
formal feedback from your peers, and you will be able to review and revise your draft fully.
After revising your paper, you will upload your Expository Overview to USF Writes for
Instructor feedback. Then you will reflect on your writing process and what you did to facilitate
your learning across Project 2, which will be uploaded in Canvas for 75 points. Project 2 is worth
300 points of the 1000 available points in the course. The same rubric will be used for the
Attached Assignments, and the following trait rubric developed specifically for the assignment
will be used for the Expository Overview.

318

B.3 Textual Evaluation Assignment Details
Attached Assignment: After completing the reading, respond to the following:
1. Select three distinct spaces where you communicate with others in writing, and briefly
define and describe each space.
2. Write three sentences, one tailored to each of the three spaces, in which you describe this
assignment.
3. Discuss the differences in the three sentences.
Textual Evaluation
Details: Project 3 culminates in the submission of a Textual Evaluation. The genre is expository
and requires the textual and contextual evaluation of three samples of your writing across three
spaces. The Textual Evaluation is to be written in MLA and total 1000-1200 words. An
accompanying Contextual Presentation will precede the final submission and be delivered in a
format to be determined by your Instructor. The process of constructing the Textual Evaluation is
designed as 9 Activities over 4 weeks with distinct tasks that total 300 points.

Overview
In Project 1, you looked at how literacy constructed you. In Project 2, you looked at how groups
construct and are constructed by the literacy practices they employ. In Project 3, you will look at
how spaces construct groups and literacy practices and specifically at how you have made moves
through writing to connect space, audience, and intention.
The goal of the exploration and evaluation will be to answer the following research question:
What intentional shifts were made to communicate across spaces? To answer the research
question, you will move through the steps of identifying three spaces where writing occurs,
defining the audiences in each, situating yourself and your intention within each space,
evaluating a sample of your writing from each space, identifying and explaining your moves for
each situated sample, and perhaps even connecting the choices you made to your identity.
In other words, find three spaces where you communicate in writing, provide a sample of your
writing adapted to the audience and requirements for each space, and evaluate the samples from
the point of view of your writing identity (changes and choices you’ve made between the three).
The tasks within each step will support the creation of the final submission.
To start, we will read about language and listen to an excerpt from a piece about the high stakes
of low status, which will introduce coded terms and the deeper meaning of comments while
highlighting the role of writing in identity. Next we will read and annotate a popular source
(Gladwell) and look at different spaces where individuals communicate and connect so that you
can start to consider how the space impacts the connection and communication.
Then you will learn more about moves and codes and apply these concepts to your own writing
in order to see how you already navigate and negotiate spaces where writing is used to
communicate. Critical Listening will also be included to introduce listening that is deep, critical,
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and radical. Then listening will be expanded to consider speaking and to see how writing and
speaking overlap and how these concepts relate to the teaching, learning, and language.
By looking at your academic writing in conjunction with writing from other spaces, you will
explore yourself within each space and identify ways you move and switch across spaces in and
through writing. Ideally, you will connect your identity to your writing to see it as a way you use
different outlets to communicate different aspects of yourself to different audiences. After you
identify and evaluate three samples from your own writing, you will present the answer to your
research question in the Textual Evaluation.
A Contextual Presentation will also be included as part of Project 3. The design, expectations,
and evaluation of the Contextual Presentation will be at the discretion of your Instructor in order
to best fit the needs of you and your peers. Some Instructors use this space to build a cumulative
task that spans the course, and others use the opportunity to be responsive based on the
experiences and interactions of the students in each section. Presentation possibilities can range
from an informal presentation of the outline for your Textual Evaluation in class or on flipgrid to
the development of a video, infographic, or drawing. All elements and expectations for the
Contextual Presentation will by provided by your Instructor at the onset of Project 3.
When you look at the threads that connect the three projects, you can see an evolution from
individuals being constructed by literacy to the collective construction of literacy to the
construction of individuality through literacy. When you are passive in these processes and in
your own writing process, you don’t have the agency to create and construct. But when you
recognize the role you play in creating yourself and shifting your selves across spaces, your take
control of your identity and assume ownership of the outcomes.

Format
The integration of three sources is required for Project 3. All three texts should be taken from
writing you created in a designated space intended for a designated audience.
When you select texts to evaluate, you can locate and look at informal writing you posted as part
of a discourse community and consider concrete examples like using different vocabulary and so
on. And you can identify and evaluate more sophisticated choices, like rhetorical moves made in
Projects 1 and 2 to situate yourself within the Academic Discourse Community.
Feel free to select any other space where you overtly or subtlety switch between codes and selves
through text, but make sure to consider whether the text is useful for evaluation as evidence to
answer the research question and whether you want to share the sample with your peers and
Instructor.
All expectations of MLA formatting and formal, academic writing are expected for the Textual
Evaluation. And again, feel free to utilize external resources such as the USF Writing Studio and
the Purdue Owl.
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Project 3
In Project 3, you will construct a Textual Evaluation in which you will evaluate different texts
you constructed for distinct audiences across discrete spaces. A complementary Contextual
Presentation will be tailored for your section as designed by your Instructor. Project 3 will take
approximately 4 weeks to complete and includes 9 Activities, each of which is broken down into
tasks. Completion of each activity is required to present a successful Textual Evaluation.
Because Project 3 is intended to scaffold from all the prior material, less time is spent learning
new content or practicing new skills. Instead, Project 3 assumes that you will be able to advance
quickly to an understanding of the assignment expectations and construct content independently.
Project 3 is also designed to provide you the freedom to start moving what you have learned into
your own practice and process and to develop your own personal approaches that will support
you as you move beyond ENC 1101.
In other words. Project 3 is about transfer—the ability to take the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
you have learned in one situation and apply these abilities to others. What you have learned in
ENC 1101 will be of use to you in other courses, in the workplace, and across the lifecycle of
written communication experiences.

Organization
Like Projects 1 and 2, Project 3 includes content readings that introduce and review skills and
Attached Assignments that practice the skills and respond to content. Project 3 aims to
synthesize what we have practiced in Projects 1 and 2 by revisiting skills and engaging them in
different ways and on a deeper level. The tasks will structure your Textual Evaluation and
prepare you to present your findings.
The skills of close reading and summarizing will be expanded and applied to close listening and
evaluation. The primary evidence for your Textual Evaluation will be samples of your own
writing, which will be contextualized with audience and intention and located within a specific
space in order to see yourself and your writing as situated and to identify the literacy practices
you employed and the moves you made to communicate. One textual sample may be from a
piece of academic writing submitted this term, and one may be related to the discourse
community you studied in Project 2.
You will evaluate situated samples of your own writing to answer a research question: What
intentional shifts were made to communicate across spaces? Reading the samples closely and
critically in order to answer the research question is textual evaluation, and situating the texts
within a space and place with an audience and intention is contextual evaluation. These research
skills start the move into analysis, which will be the focus of ENC 1102.
In addition to practicing evaluation, organization, and presentation of primary texts, the goal is to
explore your own writing in order to better understand your personal processes and how aspects
of your identity manifest through writing and respond to context.
The main product for Project 3 is the Textual Evaluation that will be uploaded to USF Writes for
Instructor review, but a complementary presentation will share equal weight. The goal of the
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Textual Evaluation is to answer the research question using evidence from three texts based on
textual and contextual evaluation. The goal of the Contextual Presentation is to provide an
alternative option through which to expand learning on the topic and facilitate understanding in
response to the needs of your section and your Instructor. The Contextual Presentation will be
delivered in accordance with your Instructor’s specific directions.

Content
Like Projects 1 and 2, all content is embedded in Canvas, and readings include an Attached
Assignment or expected activity. The tasks build to create the Textual Evaluation and to
facilitate the Contextual Presentation. The course content for Project 3 is embedded throughout
the tasks in the following readings:
Task 22.1 Textual Evaluation Assignment Details
Task 22.3 Language, Space, and the Self
Task 23.1 Connections and Composition
Task 24.1 Making Moves
Task 25.1 On Listening
Task 26.1 Language on the Move
Task 26.3 Contextual Presentation
Task 28.1 Outlining the Textual Evaluation
Task 28.3 Revision Plan
Task 29.2 Grading the Textual Evaluation
Task 30.1 Self-Direction and Discretion
Task 30.3 Reflection and Transition

Schedule
Week 12

Activity 22: Introduction to Assignment: Textual Evaluation
Activity 23: Exploring Language

Week 13

Activity 24: Engaging Language
Activity 25: Listening Through Language

Week 14

Activity 26: Including Context
Activity 27: Presenting Ourselves
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Week 15

Activity 28: Individualizing Revision
Activity 29: Submission of Textual Evaluation
Activity 30: Final Thoughts and Last Words

Evaluation
Ten Attached Assignments worth 15 points each are included in Project 3 for a total of 150
points. The Textual Evaluation is worth 75 points and the associated Contextual Presentation is
worth 75 points for a total of 300 points of the available 1000 points.
The same rubric will be used to grade the Attached Assignments in Canvas that has been used
for all Attached Assignments, and the following trait rubric developed specifically for the
Textual Evaluation will be used to provide feedback in USF Writes.
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Appendix C: Course Glossary

Academic Formatting Styles: Academic formatting styles are different types of formatting a
paper. You instructor will indicate which style will be used in class. See also “format” and
“MLA formatting style” below and this site for more information on the MLA and APA styles.
Formatting styles are very important because they help academics indicate their sources and
adapt to the discourse community of their fields.
Academic Sources: Academic sources, also called scholarly sources, are texts, articles, books
written by experts in a given academic field. Previously to their publication, these sources are
usually peer-reviewed by other experts in that field who determine whether the information
contained is factual, accurate, and academic. Please check this link for a guide on how to
determine whether or not your sources are academic.
Academic Audiences: The term refers to the readers/listeners of papers, articles, presentations,
lab reports, etc. in the academia. Your most important reader is your instructor. Other close
academic readers are your peers. Ask yourself what you know about their expectations (for
instance, do you think your instructor expects your paper to be carefully formatted?) and about
what they find important (details, summaries, analysis, etc.). You probably know intuitively
more about your instructor and your peers than you think. However, you should take the time to
think about their academic requirements to be sure that you meet them in your papers. For more
information, please watch this video.
Agency—or power: Someone’s ability to make independent decisions in a given situation. The
terms are especially important in sociology which distinguishes between individual, proxy, and
collective agency depending on the number of agents involved in an action and their role. In
rhetoric, studies have shown that agents (also called actors) in conversations and in writing face
restrictions and rules that determine them to speak or write in certain ways or to limit the range
of whom they can address.
Further reading:
Michael C. Leff. “Tradition and Agency in Humanistic Rhetoric.” Philosophy & Rhetoric, vol.
45, no. 2, 2012, p. 213. EBSCOhost, doi:10.5325/philrhet.45.2.0213.
Allusion: An expression or statement that calls something to mind without explicitly mentioning
it. Allusions help enrich the language through the meanings they carry and help speakers avoid
uncomfortable or unintended statements. Speakers or writers using allusions usually assume that
their audience is also familiar with those implied meanings. Whenever allusions are not
understood, a text is read in its literarity. For more information on how allusions work, please
refer to the article indicated below.
Further Reading:
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Snively, Samantha N."As You Like It's Political, Critical Animal Allusions." SEL Studies in
English Literature 1500-1900, vol. 58 no. 2, 2018, pp. 331-352. Project MUSE,
doi:10.1353/sel.2018.0014
Analysis: Analysis is a detailed study of the elements of a text or object, often to examine its
structure in search of patterns or meaning. Reading does not reduce to a matter of waiting for the
text or its author to tell the reader what the writing has to say. Formal textual analysis requires
deconstruction of the text using a theoretical lens or research approach, and contextual analysis
requires supplementing the text with context. Of course, not every text or topic is worth that kind
of effort. However, academic writing implies all these steps and more. Practicing analysis will be
a main goal of ENC 1102. For more general information on analytical essays, click here.
Annotations: Annotations are generally viewed as personal notes or comments added to a text.
Although there are various ways to annotate (highlighting, underlining, writing on the margins,
summarizing or making lists, for example), taking notes is something personal and the general
consensus is that there is no best way to do it. However, some instructors may ask you to write
an annotated bibliography, which is a way to summarize and analyze secondary sources, citing
them correctly and organizing them in alphabetical order. An annotated bibliography is often the
first step in composing a research paper or argumentative essay, as it requires you to critically
examine the sources you might want to use to answer a research question or to support your
claims. Watch this video for more information on ways students annotate.
Annotated Bibliography: As stated above, an annotated bibliography is usually a course
assignment. Its requirements vary depending on the instructor or subject. However, most
annotated bibliographies contain the title and the author of the source being annotated, a
summary of its ideas and an indication of its importance in the field, and the annotator’s
intentions with it (e.g. how the source will strengthen the arguments in the paper, if it contradicts
or agrees with the annotator’s research ideas, etc.). For more information on this type of text, see
“annotations” above and this.
Argumentative Writing: Argumentation is a type of reasoning that examines the validity of a
debatable position or belief. Argumentative writing takes a stand and invites readers to share the
writer’s perspective and stance by use of evidence. The writer connects evidence from various
sources so that these connections lead logically to a conclusion which proves that the writer’s
stand is the correct one. Note: Although the terms “argumentation” and “persuasion” are
frequently used together or interchangeably, persuasion usually means that a writer uses different
types of appeal, including the appeal to emotions, to convince readers to adopt a point, while
argumentation implies an appeal to reason. For more information about these differences, click
here.
Attitudes toward a Task: Different students can have different attitudes towards certain tasks.
For example, some people love to share their literacy experiences and talk about them with their
instructor or peers, while others are more reserved about them. These attitudes are based on
students’ life experience, beliefs, familiarity with the task, etc. If you have any negative feelings
about a task, please let your instructor know
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and see if you can find a solution together. If you feel the need for further counseling, remember
that there are various resources available on campus such as the Counseling Center.
Assumed Expectations: Academic writing has its own requirements of propriety, style, and
format that every student always needs to meet. Such rules are implied even in the cases when
they are not specifically mentioned by the assignment or by the instructor. SImilarly, expected
steps are required to construct successful written texts. If an assignment includes source material,
it is assumed that the write will find, read, annotate, and integrate the sources.
Audience: Audience is always an important consideration in any communication. If the goal of a
speaker or writer is to communicate, the receiver of the communication must be taken into
consideration. While concrete elements impact the means of consideration (you can’t text
someone who doesn’t have the means to receive a text) and rhetorical considerations impact the
modes (is the goal to persuade or inform?), the individual with whom you are communicating is
your primary audience and your main consideration.
For digital audiences, read the first chapter in the book below. The book is available online
through the USF Library. Further Reading:
Rohrs, Jeffrey K., and Morgan Stewart. Audience : Marketing in the Age of Subscribers, Fans
and Followers. John Wiley & Sons, Incorporated, 2013. EBSCOhost,
search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=cat00847a&AN=usflc.0348237 12&site=edslive.
Authority: Like any group of people, a discourse community has leaders or initiates who
establish its authoritative utterances. In the case of the academia, they are department chairs,
professors, or any other pedagogical authorities. They set class objectives and class rules and
decide criteria for academic success. Words such as “peer review,” “conferences,” “draft,” etc.
acquire a specific meaning in a composition classroom. Other types of communities, such as
clubs, sororities, fraternities, etc. also have leaders who map their hierarchy, language, and rules.
Members must follow these rules in order to be successful. Although communities can be solid
and tight, they are prone to constant evolvement that also affects their language and genres. Rule
breaking does exist, but they it is usually reserved to more seasoned members. In the academic
discourse community, students are usually not allowed to bend the rules.
Further reading:
Johns, Ann M. “Discourse Communities and Communities of Practice:
Membership, Conflict, and Diversity” Writing about Writing. A College Reader, edited by
Elizabeth Wardle and Doug Downs, Bedford/St.Martin’s, 2011,
498-520.
Autoethnography: A type of self-reflective writing (a self-study) that explores personal cultural
experiences, beliefs, emotions, and practices and connects them to other people’s experiences or
to wider political, social, and cultural contexts. It is used in many fields, especially in writing
studies, pedagogical studies, psychology, religious
studies, and anthropology. As Suresh Canagarajah observes, in composition classes,
autoethnographies help students develop language awareness, understand their own literacy
backgrounds, learn how to solve conflicts between different language norms, and map the
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trajectory of their own language development (31). Further reading: Canagarajah, Suresh. "ESL
Composition as a Literate Art of the Contact Zone." First Year Composition. From Theory to
Practice, edited by Deborah Coxwell-Teague, Ronald F. Lunsford. Parlor Press, 2014, 27-49.
Channels of Communication: They can be defined as any means through which we
communicate, from oral, broadcast media, face-to-face, and personal communication to written
communication using paper, electronic devices, mobile channels and so on.
Face-to-face communication takes place in class between instructors and students. Many people
prefer face-to-face interactions because they manage to convey the context and the emotions of
the actors involved in the process. Emails, peer-responses, assignment submissions usually take
place these days through electronic communication channels. For more information about the
different types of channels of communication, click here.
Citation: Citations are references to sources such as books, articles, reports, research papers,
web pages, films, and so on. You should cite every source you use in your papers to avoid
plagiarism. When you use source material in your writing, make sure that you integrate their
material smoothly into your writing. Always use introductory phrases/citation signals that help
the reader distinguish between your ideas and ideas that are derived from your sources. Introduce
paraphrases, summaries, quotations with phrases that indicate the source and its author. Try to
vary your signal phrases throughout the text. For more information, check this list of the most
common verbs used to introduce quotations.
Civic Audiences: Audiences that are involved or interested in political, ideological, or
community affairs topics.
Climax: The term “climax” usually refers to the point of greatest tension or emotional intensity
in a plot, but it can also indicate the last and the most important in a series of items ordered
progressively based on their importance. It is a structural element in stories or dramas, following
the “rising action” and preceding the “falling action” (see for more information the entry on “plot
stages” below).
Close Reading: As stated in the reading assignment attached to this term in Project 1, close
reading observes a text closely in order to deepen understanding of the material and prepare you
to summarize and contextualize the text. Close reading is essential in academic learning
regardless of the discipline of study. In your composition class, you are asked to read closely
various fiction and nonfiction texts. In your other classes, you will be asked to close read
research papers and lab reports. The results are always similar: your capacity to internalize and
use the ideas contained by the texts. See more here.
Codes: Transfers of meanings through language to make different types of language accessible
to different audiences. Organizing principles and ideas in a text that help with its comprehension.
The term originally was coined in the work of the structuralist critics such as Roman Jakobson,
Claude Lévy-Strauss, and Roland Barthes. Structuralists believed that all texts can be understood
as parts of a system of signs that include numerous conventions. For instance, in order to write a
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literacy narrative, a student needs to understand terms such as “narracy” and “literacy” and to
adhere to a specific type of academic genre. You will find more information on codes here.
Code-meshing: Code-meshing is described as the practice of combining different types of
language (dialects, jargon, etc.) in reading or writing. It is usually perceived as the less
oppressive counterpart of code-switching (see the definition of “code-switching” below) because
it allows the speaker or the writer to blend in freely the varieties of language they use when they
are in the presence of friendly or more open-minded audiences. In other words, code-meshing
helps speakers or writers express their personality more openly and more honestly. For more
information, see here and here.
Code-switching: Code-switching implies adapting one’s writing or speaking style to the
requirements of different audiences. It is a way for the speaker or the writer to choose their
communication style in order to meet the rhetorical expectations of their interlocutor or reader.
We code-switch because we want to be part of the discourse community of the audience. We
code-switch because we want to persuade and appear genuine. Code-switching changes how we
speak or write in order to conform to the rhetorical situation. For more information, see here.
Cognitive Reading Strategies: Thinking skills that make students productive and flexible
learners. They involve using prior knowledge efficiently, prioritizing tasks, reflecting on tasks,
and revising.
Conflict: A struggle between opposing forces (internal or external) usually resolved by the end.
In literary works, conflicts are usually divided into three major categories: physical, social, and
psychological. See “plot stages” below for more information.
Credible source: In academic writing, a credible source is usually an unbiased source (trusted
site, peer-reviewed article, book) that supports its arguments with evidence.
Sometimes the terms “academic sources” and “credible sources” overlap as most sources that
develop good arguments based on facts and examples are academic (see the entry on “academic
sources” above). However, the two terms are not interchangeable. Public sources, such as
investigative reports published or broadcast by major news outlets are very often credible
sources. Some methods to assess the credibility of a source can be found here.
Critical literacy: Critical literacy involves a critical approach towards a text. It implies reading
and analyzing it thoroughly to decipher any bias, hidden messages, or subtle ideas that would
otherwise be ignored. Critical literacy develops in time by practicing reading texts of different
genres and it is connected to close reading and critical reading. The text about close and critical
reading in Project 1 offers a valuable insight in critical literacy elements as well.
Critical thinking: Critical thinking is the intellectual process that involves analyzing
information objectively and making a rational judgement after evaluating the evidence in
sources. Good critical thinkers are able to draw logical conclusions and to distinguish between
useful and useless details when they make a decision. More information on critical thinking can
be found here.
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Deconstruction: Deconstruction is a type of close reading of a text to demonstrate/find any type
of logical fallacies or contradictory meanings it contains. This does not imply the dismantling of
the structure of the text, but rather a way to demonstrate that this structure already contained
elements that dismantled its meanings. The French philosopher Jacques Derrida who coined the
term deconstruction, noted that people tend to think in terms of binary oppositions such as good
vs. evil, beautiful vs. ugly, easy vs. difficult, etc. Derrida pointed out that these dichotomies are
in fact a way to impose hierarchies because one term of the opposition is always considered
superior to the other. Deconstruction aims to erase the boundaries between these oppositions and
to prove that meanings are not absolute. Therefore, the possibilities of interpreting a text are
infinite. More information about the philosophical use of the term, you can find here.
Denouement: Denouement refers to the events following the climax of a plot and implies a
solution to the dramatic conflict and an explanation of the plot’s mysteries or problematic parts.
The term derives from the French term for “unknotting,” which also signifies the ingenuity and
sometimes surprise that accompanies the solution. In tragedies, denouement is also called
“catastrophe.” See “plot stages” below for further details.
Descriptive Writing: Involves the use of many details to make a story or a text more interesting
and more appealing. It can mean the use of references to the writer’s somatic sensations or to
his/her feelings. In your college writing, you will use description in many different kinds of
writing: to describe the architecture of buildings, the stages of an experiment, or the effects of
industrial fishing on the environment. Descriptions help your readers see the world through your
lenses. Although clear boundaries vary greatly, descriptions can be objective or subjective.
Objective descriptions focus on the thing that it is described, whereas subjective descriptions
emphasize the writer’s feelings and explain the significance of the sights he encounters. For tips
on how to write effective descriptions visit this site.
Digital Archive of Literacy Narratives: A site where people from all walks of life share
publicly their important literacy experiences (link). At the end of Project 1, you will be asked to
upload your literacy narrative to DALN.
Digital literacy: The ability to use technology (computers, laptops, phones, and other
technological means) to produce written, oral, or video communication. Such skills have become
essential for student and worker success. For example, this class requires you to understand
Canvas and USF Writes, to upload and submit assignments, to deliver technology-based
presentations and so on. All these operations imply digital literacy awareness. Therefore, if you
feel that you need help with your digital abilities, do not hesitate to talk to your instructor about
it. For more information on digital skills, click here.
Digital space: The term usually refers to what can be displayed on a laptop, computer, phone,
reader, etc. It can range from websites to apps, from movies to Youtube videos and so on.
Discourse Community: The term “discourse community,” sometimes referred to as
“community of practice,” is used to analyze groups of people (communities) and the language
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(vocabulary, texts, conversational rules, genres) that them achieve their common goals, that
ensure communication among their members, and that establish their mutual rules.
Further Reading:
Gee, James Paul. “Literacy, Discourse, and Linguistics: Introduction.” Writing
about Writing. A College Reader, edited by Elizabeth Wardle and Doug Downs,
Bedford/St.Martin’s, 2011, 481-98.
Johns, Ann M. “Discourse Communities and Communities of Practice:
Membership, Conflict, and Diversity” Writing about Writing. A College Reader, edited by
Elizabeth Wardle and Doug Downs, Bedford/St.Martin’s, 2011,
498-520.
Diversity: A range of different people, ideas, or things. Variety. See more synonyms here.
Editorialization: According to Epron and Vitalli-Rosati in a French study published in 2018,
editorialization is the process of organizing and structuring content in the digital space. It also
implies all the individual and collective actions and interactions with a digital space that produce
and structure this space (Fȕlȍp, 134). In the recent years, studies have shown that editorialization
plays an important role in society and Although the boundaries between print and digital spaces
sometimes overlap when it comes to literacy (common language, genres, etc.), the nature of the
writing process and publication differs, so some authors such as Frédéric Martel plead for an
intelligent editorialization, which he calls “smart curation,” in which editors of digital content
use the appropriate algorithms to put together, edit, and choose the texts that best serve the
common good (Fȕlȍp, 123).
Further reading:
Fülöp, Erika, et al. “Digital Authorship and Social Media: French Digital Authors’ Attitudes
towards Facebook.” French Cultural Studies, vol. 30, no. 2, May 2019,
p. 121. EBSCOhost,
search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=edb&AN=136731986&site=ed s-live.
Emerging literacies: Emerging literacies is a broad term that can include communication
through various technologies, media, global and data literacy, computational thinking, social
reading, making, and coding.
English Language Learners: Students whose mother tongue is not English and who are still
navigating through the subtleties of the English language. They are sometimes referred to as
English as a Second Language (ESOL) students. If you are an international student and you are
an English language learner, the INTO program at USF can provide valuable help if you are
struggling.
Expectations of Communication: Conventions/rules that apply to all communication in a
certain community. For example, in the academic community, a student should use academic
writing in most papers, should not plagiarize, should be respectful when communicating with
instructors or peers, etc.
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Exposition: The first stage of a plot in which necessary background information is provided. For
more information, please read “plot stages” below.
Expository Writing: It is a type of writing that describes, informs, compares, explains or
analyzes the causes and the effects of something. You encounter expository writing in many
forms from news reports to essays, magazine articles, memos, journals, etc.
Good expository texts present detailed, credible information. In many expository essays, the
unifying idea takes the form of an interpretation, analysis, or observation that can be summarized
in a thesis statement and then developed through examples and discussions. Expository writing
does not attempt to take a side or propose an argument as it is the case in argumentative writing.
For more information on expository writing, click here.
Falling action: The action following the climax that moves toward denouement. For more
information, see “plot stages” below.
Fanfiction: Fiction created by fans based on an original work (of literature, art, etc.). Examples
of fanfiction are sequels to popular novels written by fans that maintain or
modify the original characters and plot. A great introductory article on fanfiction and fanfiction
sites can be found here.
Fiction: Any writing that talks about imaginary characters and situations rather than
describing real ones. The boundaries between fiction and nonfiction are sometimes difficult to
ascertain, especially in the case of biographies, historical novels, and autobiographical fiction. A
good comparison between fiction and nonfiction can be found here.
Format: In academic writing, format means all the modalities of arranging a text on the page
and of citing sources. The most common types of format used in composition classes are the
MLA (Modern Language Association) format and the APA (American Psychological
Association) format, but they are not the only ones. See also the entries for “academic formatting
styles” and “MLA style” in this glossary.
Formative Assessment: A range of evaluations meant to help instructors modify teaching to
meet the students’ learning needs and to assess the effectiveness of their teaching methods. It
usually involves classroom practice or short assignments that do not put pressure on students and
allow instructors to evaluate their understanding of the course. As Margaret Heritage notes
following Black and William, formative assessment is effective when teachers use the
information provided by this type of assessment to adjust their teaching and adapt it to the needs
of the students, when students receive feedback that helps them improve, and when students
practice peer and self-review (8). Therefore, due to the large range of such benefits, formative
assessment is considered extremely important in a composition class.
Further reading:
Formative Assessment : Making It Happen in the Classroom, edited by Margaret Heritage,
SAGE Publications, 2010. ProQuest Ebook Central,
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/usf/detail.action?docID=996243.
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Foundational Competencies: Basic skills that provide success in school such as interpersonal
skills, writing skills, willingness to learn, critical and analytic skills and so on. See also
“foundational skills” below.
Foundational Skills: Skills that students must possess in order to read and write fluently. Such
skills include the alphabet, knowledge of sentence structure, vocabulary, the understanding of
various literacy spaces from books to computers, etc.
Further reading foundational competencies/skills:
Fogg, Neeta, et al. “Educational Attainment, Foundational Skills and Worker Earnings.” New
England Journal of Higher Education, Jan. 2019. EBSCOhost,
search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=eric&AN=EJ1205243&site=ed s-live.
Framework for Success in Postsecondary Writing: It refers to skills (also called habits of
mind, see below in the glossary) that ensure college readiness. More information about this
framework here.
Genres: Genres are forms of expression. Within these forms, individual intention interacts with
audience expectations. For example, a student’s intention in writing a source-based essay must
align with academic audience expectations if the essay is to be successful. The same is true of
proposals in workplace settings in which individual aims align with specific audiences. Broadly
speaking, then, genres are windows into discourse communities: The more we understand about
genre, the better we are able to meet audience expectations in specific settings.
For further reading:
Bazerman, Charles, Bonini, Adair, and Figueiredo, Débora (Eds.). (2009). Genre in a Changing
World. Perspectives on Writing. Fort Collins, Colorado: The WAC Clearinghouse and Parlor
Press. Available at https://wac.colostate.edu/books/perspectives/genre/
Miller, Carolyn. 1984. “Genre as Social Action.” Quarterly Journal of Speech, 70, 151–167.
Globalization: The world has become more and more economically, politically, economically,
technologically, environmentally, etc. interconnected in the recent decades. Many people travel,
study, and move abroad. In some cases (as it is the case with the European Union) borders are
merely geographical markers. English, as a lingua franca in numerous international contexts, has
to keep up with these changes. In addition, at an internal level, all these factors associated with
globalization have started to influence programs and curricula in higher education to
accommodate both domestic and international students. While faculty and researchers are
encouraged to address linguistic and multicultural issues in their work, students are stimulated to
take foreign language classes and study abroad.
Further reading:
Ritzer, George, and Paul Dean. Globalization : The Essentials, John Wiley & Sons, Incorporated,
2019. ProQuest Ebook Central,
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/usf/detail.action?docID=5625876.
Gridding: The process of arranging vital information from each source in a spreadsheet for
storage, organization, and access. A grid example can be found here.
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Habits of Mind: A set of life related skills necessary to decode the world around us and
understand society. More information on the various habits of mind can be found here. However,
in the case of academia, the concept usually refers to the skills needed to be admitted to and to
perform well in college such as literacy awareness, critical thinking, knowledge of conventions
and so on.
Hyperbole: Exaggerated statement. For more synonyms, click here.
Identity: Qualities, personality traits, beliefs, looks, etc. that make a person. Someone can also
have a writing identity which manifests itself in the beliefs, style, and genre choices that one
makes.
Instructor Review: Student assessment of the instructor at the end of the semester. It will be
available to you in the last week before the finals, and you will be invited to complete it in an
email.
Jargon: Words and expressions used only by a particular group of people; specialized language,
technical language.
Knowledge of Conventions: In academic writing knowledge of conventions means
understanding the format, genre, syntax, grammar, punctuation, spelling, and requirements of
your papers.
MLA formatting style: The Modern Language Association set of guidelines for formatting
manuscripts and writing in English. The MLA style helps writers cite their sources and format
their articles in a way that meets the needs of their discourse community. For MLA guidelines,
click here.
Language Arts: The study of grammar and composition features that is usually done in
elementary and middle school. Language arts instruction is typically a combination of reading,
writing, speaking, and listening, viewing, and visually representing. Standards for the English
language arts include students reading and understanding a wide variety of fictional or
nonfictional texts, adjusting their language to a variety of audiences and purposes, etc. As you
will notice throughout the semester, such skills and practices are essential in composition classes
as well.
Further reading:
Donoghue, Mildred R.. Language Arts : Integrating Skills for Classroom Teaching, SAGE
Publications, 2008. ProQuest Ebook Central,
https://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/usf/detail.action?docID=1160198.
Learning Outcomes: Information that you should have acquired by the end of this course. In
other words, learning outcomes are goals which define what you should be able to do at the end
of the semester.
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Literature Review: A paper or part of a paper that discusses the current knowledge about the
topic by analyzing the sources and connecting them to the hypothesis of the paper.
Literacy Narrative: An account or a story of a relevant experience of reading and/or writing.
Your first assignment this semester is a literacy narrative. A good literacy narrative always
includes a narrative structure that highlights the experience and explains its development and
contains enough details to help the reader its importance for the writer. Examples of literacy
narratives can be found in The Digital Archive of Literacy Narratives.
Meme: A humorous image, video, work of art that is copied and shared online. Some of the most
famous memes feature animals as it was the case with the Grumpy Cat.

Moves: Moves are semantic units that reveal how a text adapts to the context of communication.
Each move of the text has a communicative purpose that is understood by the members of a
certain discourse community because it uses the codes of that community. The combination of
moves usually reveals the patterns of a certain discourse. See this text for more details.
Monolingualism: A set of theories that perceive language acquisition and language mastery as a
linear development. The opposite of translingualism (see translingualism below).
Multimodal Genres: Genres that combine modes of expression such as writing and video,
cinematic display, music and animation.
Multimodal Reports: Similarly to the multimodal genres presented above, multimodal reports
combine different means of communication: written, video, imagistic, etc.
Narrative Genre: A story or telling of a story, or an account of a situation or event. Narratives
can be fictional and nonfictional. They are usually written in prose or verse. Examples of
narratives are novels, stories, biographies, autobiographies, and so on. Check this magazine to
acquire an understanding of the different types of narratives,.
Networking: Communication and information exchange between people with the same
profession or common interests sometimes performed in formal or informal social settings
(seminars, conferences, fundraisers, etc.). Networking helps people create a circle of
acquaintances with the same preoccupations.
Nonfiction: An account that is factual, real, true and describes real people and real events.
Genres that are usually nonfictional are the autobiography, the documentary, the news report, the
essay, and the journal.
Nonacademic Sources: Public sources that can be found freely online. They are also called
popular sources sometimes. See also the entry for “public audience” and this article. Note:
Omitting to indicate these sources in academic papers is still considered plagiarism.
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Nonverbal Communication: Nonverbal communication is usually done by means of gestures,
facial expressions, and posture.
Open Design: Open design in a composition class usually implies that both students and
instructors contribute to the construction of the course depending on the particularities of the
group of students enrolled in that course.
Oral Presentation Genres: This term usually refers to class presentations, conference
presentations, poster presentations, technical oral demonstrations, and so on.
Overarching theme: An overarching theme is a thesis or umbrella theme that applies to an
entire body of text.
Overstatement: Exaggeration. For more examples and synonyms, click here.
Paraphrasing: Paraphrasing implies restating the content of an original article or paper into
your own words. It is most useful when the material from your source is too long for your paper,
can be made clearer to the reader by rephrasing, or it is written in a style different from your
own. It also helps when you are trying to avoid using too many quotations. Here are some tips
for writing good paraphrases.
Participatory Mechanisms: Ways in which members of a discourse community participate in
the self-regulation of that community by sharing information and offering feedback to peers.
Peer Response: Peer response is a form of collaborative learning that entails responding to class
material created by peers. It usually takes the form of an online discussion.
Peer Review: Peer review implies the evaluation of scientific, professional, and academic work
by people in the same field or in the same group. Peer-review is an important skill that you will
practice this semester. Please read the assignment associated with it.
Plot Stages: Usually refer to the following parts of a plot:
A. Exposition: The first stage of a plot in which necessary background information is provided.
B. Rising action: A set of conflicts and crises that lead to the climax.
C. Conflict: A struggle between opposing forces (internal or external) usually resolved by the
end.
D. Climax: The turning point of the action or greatest point of tension in the plot.
E. Falling action: The action following the climax that moves toward denouement.
F. Denouement: The resolution or closure of the plot. For more information, see the assignment
associated with the term.
Public audience: A text is meant for a public audience when anyone can read it. That means that
its readers can come from all walks of life and have various educational backgrounds. Therefore,
texts written for public audiences tend to avoid jargon or very sophisticated examples. At the
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same time, many texts written for public audiences may come from writers who are not experts
in a field. Make sure that you assess the credibility (see the entry “credible sources” above) of
such a text before you use it in a paper. More on public audiences can be found here.
Reference:
The use of an academic source and mentioning it in a paper. See “citation” above.
Reflection: In a composition class, reflection usually entails thorough thinking and consideration
of one’s writing skills.
Resolution: Firm decision. More synonyms for the term can be found here.
Rhetoric: Generally speaking, rhetoric is the art of producing effective and persuasive written or
spoken communication. As Aristotle, one of the first rhetoricians in history, observes, rhetoric
functions similarly to medicine: there is no perfect cure for a certain disease, but the doctors
prescribe the best one available or known to them; in the same way, there is no perfect
communication, but a writer or a speaker do their best to adapt to the situation and find strong
arguments. In addition, rhetorical practice varies greatly and is dependent on cultural norms,
beliefs, discourse communities, and so on.
Concomitantly, however, speakers and writers themselves constantly shape and reshape their
community’s beliefs, ideas, and norms. In other words, nothing we write or say escapes the rules
of rhetoric, but at the same time writing is a social act that transforms all the agents involved in
communication.
Further reading:
Weigand, Edda. Dialogue and Rhetoric. John Benjamins Publishing Co, 2008.
EBSCOhost, search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=nlebk&AN=243152&site=eds-l
ive.
Rhetorical modes: Types of academic texts such as narration, description, exposition,
argumentation, etc.
Rising action: A set of conflicts and crises that lead to the climax. See “plot stages” above for
more information.
Rites of passage: Events that mark the important stages (birth, college admission, graduation,
marriage, etc.) in someone’s life.
Further reading:
Van Gennep, A. The Rites of Passage, Routledge, 1960. https://doiorg.ezproxy.lib.usf.edu/10.4324/9781315017594.
Rubric: A statement of rules and requirements followed by instructors when they grade papers.
Students have to meet these criteria in order to acquire a certain grade. For instance, the rubric
that contains the scoring criteria for Project 1 can be found here (pages 4 to 6 in the document).
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Scholarly Conversation: The ideas, debates, controversies on a specific academic topic
expressed in academic papers, conferences, articles, discussions, books, journals, or essay
collections. The sum of research and discussions on a topic.
Scholarly literature: See academic sources. For comparison, also check the entries for “public
audience” and “public sources.”
Scores: Scores consist of the number of points acquired for an assignment or part of an
assignment. Grades.
Self-directed Learning: Individual study in which the student sets his or her own goals,
determines his or her own learning trajectory, and evaluates his or her own results.
Self-Efficacy: Confidence in one’s ability to perform well in a classroom environment.
Self-Regulation: In a composition classroom self-regulation usually means controlling one’s
writing skills and managing any impulse to disregard or surpass writing conventions.
Self-Review: Self Review provides you with the opportunity to read your submission closely
and critically, which we don’t always give ourselves time to do before we submit. During this
close review process, most students generally catch many of the errors or omissions that would
impact their score. Many students even realize that they knew much of what needed to be done
but simply had not read the paper critically with a reviewer’s eye and intention. Practicing Self
Review also teaches you how to review and revise your work independently so that when you are
in courses that do not require this step as a submitted part of the process, scholarly, peerreviewed texts. See also this reading assignment.
Soft Skills: Soft skills are usually referred as interpersonal skills and include communication
skills, listening skills, and abilities used to understand others.
Source material: Information taken from articles, research papers, scientific reports or any other
type of source used in a paper.
Summary writing: Summarizing is a process of putting someone else’s material in your own
words. Summaries are a frequently used technique for taking notes and for incorporating sources
into a paper. To summarize a paragraph, chapter, or article, isolate its separate points and, in
your own words, write a statement that condenses the material.
When you summarize:
1. Read the text carefully as many times as it takes to get a clear understanding of it. When you
are confident you can point to the claim or main idea and when you can state the author’s claim
or main idea in one sentence, you are ready to start writing your summary.
2. Identify the main points. For long works, perhaps begin by writing a one-sentence summary of
each paragraph. Then mold and adjust those sentences into a smooth whole.
3. Condense the main points without losing the essence of the material. Leave out examples,
specific details, and less central ideas. The idea is to capture the point the author is making with
the example or details. (Think big and overall, not small and focused).
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4. Use your own words to condense the message. After you have carefully read a short selection,
try hiding the text and writing a few sentences to summarize what you just read.
5. Avoid plagiarism. Do not use the author’s phrasing or language. Any language or phrasing
you do take from the author must have quotations marks. However, it is best to avoid directly
quoting, especially in a short summary.
6. Be sure not to change the writer’s meaning. Be objective and do not let your own opinions or
ideas slip in. Report only what the author says, not what you think about what he or she says.
7. Rewrite and rearrange your writing as needed to make it clear and concise and to eliminate
repetition. The summary should make sense on its own, even if the reader has never read the
original. Since “space” is limited, you want to weed out any repetition, wordiness, and
unnecessary language.
8. Generally, the information in your summary should be about proportional to the information in
the original. There should be a balance of points relative to the original (for example, you
shouldn’t spend half your summary covering a point that takes up only a quarter of the original
source).
9. Do not use first person. If the author writes in first person, substitute his or her name (since the
writing is from his or her perspective, not your own).
10. For a stand-alone summary, include the title of the essay and the full name of the author at
the beginning of your summary so your reader knows what you’re talking about. Use the
author’s last name throughout the summary to remind readers that these are not your ideas.
11. When using a summary in a paper, always document the information properly with a signal
phrase and an in-text citation. Even though it is not a direct quotation, you must acknowledge the
source to avoid plagiarism.
Summative Assessment: A type of evaluation usually opposed to formative assessment (see
above) that evaluates student learning at the end of a unit or a semester. Summative assessments
are high stake assessment such as research papers, end of semester essays, etc. and they are
probably the most stressful for students. Remember that you have resources to help you cope
with the end-semester summative assessment stress.
Further reading:
Myers, Sandra. “Formative and Summative Assessments.” Salem Press Encyclopedia,
2019. EBSCOhost,
search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=ers&AN=89164225&site=eds-l ive.
Technological literacy: The ability to use technology in oral or written communication.
Textual Communication: Written material that is read or viewed. Information contained in
texts.
Translingualism: 1. Traditionally, the term translingual refers to similarities between languages
(words used across different languages, for instance) or to the use of words from more than one
language at a time in the same text or conversation. 2. However, in the recent years, the term
“translingualism” has become more complex and has come to refer to an individual’s language
seen as a continuous process, a perpetual transformation which takes place through rewriting,
rethinking, and rearticulating language depending on the requirements of the context. This way,
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becoming more fluent or stylistically refined does not occur linearly, through a mechanical
development and the exclusion of errors as before, but through adaptation to new learning
contexts which generate specific decisions. Standards of absolute correctitude and complete
mastery promoted by monolongualist academic textbooks (see the definition of
“monolingualism” above) are seen as rigid and limiting. From a translingual perspective, all
language use is creative, and all users have agency or power (see the definition of “agency”
above). Language thus ceases to be a rigid set of conventions that all students have to follow and
becomes a process in which students are recognized as participants and creators of uses and
meanings. This second definition is the one important in this course.
Further reading:
Won Lee, Jerry. The Politics of Translingualism : After Englishes. Taylor and Francis, 2017.
EBSCOhost,
search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=cat00847a&AN=usflc.0366030 55&site=edslive.
Visual literacy: The ability to understand and analyze images. The term visual literacy extends
the definition of literacy to all the signs with which people can come in contact.
Voice: A term referring to 1. A way of expression of a speaker in a written work 2. Someone’s
particular style that includes all the conventional choices he or she makes 3. The pervasive
human presence in every text that the audience senses as the driving force behind the work.
Workplace Audiences: Workplace audiences are less diverse than public audiences as they
usually revolve around a professional setting and include people with the same professional
preoccupations.
Writing, Reading, and Critical Analysis Experiences: All the meaningful experiences that
revolve around our ability to read, interpret, and critically analyze written texts.
Writing Spaces: Spaces where people communicate such as school, social media, etc.
Writing Studio: A place where you can receive counseling about your writing by appointment.
For more information, click here.
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Appendix D: Task Rubrics

Table D.1. Literacy Narrative Rubric (Narrative)
Scoring Rubric for Literacy Narrative
Excellent
Performance

Very Good
Performance

Good
Performance

Average
Performance

Poor
Performance

Failing
Performance

No
submission

A writer
demonstrates
excellent
performance
by meeting and
exceeding the
assignment
structure
through highly
innovative
strategies.

A writer
demonstrates
very good
performance
by meeting
and exceeding
the
assignment
structure
through
innovative
strategies.

A writer
demonstrates
good
performance
by meeting the
assignment
structure in
competent
ways.

A writer
demonstrates
average
performance
by meeting the
assignment
structure.
However,
some areas of
improvement
are needed.

The writer has
demonstrated
poor
performance.
A number of
areas of
improvement
are needed.

The writer has
demonstrated
failing
performance.
Because many
areas of
improvement
are needed,
the writer
should contact
the instructor
for guided
support.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Four Criteria: Introduction, Structured Narrative, Conventions, Holistic
The Introduction
The writer has
provided an,
audiencecentered,
well-written
introduction to
the literacy
narrative. In
the
introduction,
the writer has
carefully
identified and
meaningfully
discussed an
overarching
theme
involving
literacy.

The writer has
provided an
audiencecentered
introduction to
the literacy
narrative. In
the
introduction,
the writer has
identified an
overarching
theme
involving
literacy, yet
only briefly
discussed that
theme.

The writer has
provided an
introduction to
the literacy
narrative. In
the
introduction,
the writer has
briefly
identified and
briefly
discussed that
theme.

The writer has
provided an
introduction to
the literacy
narrative.
However, the
writer has very
briefly
identified and
very briefly
discussed that
theme.
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The writer has
provided a
very brief,
vague
introduction.

The writer
provides no
introduction.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Table D.1 (Continued)
The Structured Narrative
In the body of
the document,
the writer has
provided a
carefully
threaded,
structured
narrative of the
major theme or
themes of the
literacy
narrative. The
writer provides
excellent
examples
within the
exposition, the
way this theme
or themes
played out in
the writer’s life.

In the body of
the document,
the writer has
provided a
coherent,
structured
narrative of
the major
theme or
themes of the
literacy
narrative. The
writer provides
detailed
examples
within the
exposition of
the way this
theme or
themes played
out in the
writer’s life.

In the body of
the document,
the writer has
provided a
structured
narrative of
the major
theme or
themes of the
literacy
narrative. The
writer provides
detailed
examples
within the
exposition, the
way this
theme or
themes played
out in the
writer’s life.

In the body of
the document,
the writer has
provided a
narrative of the
major theme or
themes of the
literacy
narrative.
However, the
writer provides
only brief
examples
within the
exposition.
Few details
are provided
on the way this
theme or
themes played
out in the
writer’s life.

In the body of
the document,
the writer has
provided a
vague
narrative of the
major theme or
themes of the
literacy
narrative. The
writer provides
few examples
within the
exposition.
The writer
provided only
brief details on
the way this
theme or
themes played
out in the
writer’s life.

In the body of
the document,
the writer has
provided no
narrative of the
major theme or
themes of the
literacy
narrative. The
writer provides
little or no
examples
within the
exposition.
The writer
provided little
or no detail on
the way this
theme or
themes played
out in the
writer’s life.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Knowledge of Conventions
The writer has
ensured that
the submission
perfectly
adheres to
knowledge of
document
conventions.

The writer has
ensured that
the
submission
expertly
adheres to
knowledge of
document
conventions.

The writer has
ensured that
the
submission
competently
adheres to
knowledge of
document
conventions.

The writer has
been
somewhat
challenged by
knowledge of
document
conventions,
but the
document can
be read
without undue
burden on the
reader.

The writer has
been
challenged by
knowledge of
document
conventions to
the extent that
the document
is difficult to
read.

The writer has
been
challenged by
knowledge of
document
conventions to
the extent that
the document
does not
express the
writer’s ideas.

Overall, the
writer
demonstrated
below
average
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer
demonstrated
failing
performance
on this task.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Holistic Score
Overall, the
writer has
demonstration
of excellent
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer
demonstrated
very good
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer
demonstrated
good
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer
demonstrated
average
performance
on this task.
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The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Table D.2. Expository Overview Rubric (Expository)
Scoring Rubric forExpositoryOverview

Excellent
Performance

Very Good
Performance

Good
Performance

Average
Performance

Poor
Performance

Failing
Performance

No submission

A writer
demonstrates
excellent
performance
by meeting
and exceeding
the assignment
structure
through highly
innovative
strategies.

A writer
demonstrates
very good
performance
by meeting and
exceeding the
assignment
structure
through
innovative
strategies.

A writer
demonstrates
good
performance
by meeting
the
assignment
structure in
competent
ways.

A writer
demonstrates
average
performance
by meeting the
assignment
structure.
However,
some areas of
improvement
are needed.

The writer has
demonstrated
poor
performance.
A number of
areas of
improvement
are needed.

The writer has
demonstrated
failing
performance.
Because many
areas of
improvement
are needed,
the writer
should contact
the instructor
for guided
support.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

The writer has
provided a
weak
definition of a
discourse
community.
This
definition fails
to ground
readers for the
exposition
that follows
and, as a
result, the
exposition is
not connected.

The writer has
not provided a
definition of a
discourse
community.
This absence
of a definition
is related to an
extremely
disconnected
exposition.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Definition of
Discourse Community

The writer has
provided an
extremely
wellconsidered
definition of a
discourse
community.
This carefully
chosen
definition
therefore
thoroughly
grounds
readers for the
expertly
connected
exposition that
follows.

The writer has
provided a very
comprehensive
definition of a
discourse
community.
This wellchosen
definition
therefore
grounds
readers for the
solidly
connected
exposition that
follows.

The writer has
provided a
basic
definition of a
discourse
community.
This
definition is
chosen to
ground
readers for
connected
exposition
that follows.

The writer has
provided a
broad
definition of a
discourse
community.
However, this
definition does
not serve to
ground readers
for the
exposition that
follows and,
as a result, the
exposition
sometimes
drifts.
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Table D.2 (Continued)
Connections within and to
the Discourse
Community

The writer has
provided a
series of very
precise
connections
that expertly
explain how
the discourse
community
functions and
compelling
establish the
writer’s
personal
connection to
the
community.

The writer has
provided
precise
connections
that
consistently
explain how
the discourse
community
functions and
clearly
establish the
writer’s
personal
connection to
the community.

The writer has
provided
organized
connections
that explain
how the
discourse
community
functions and
establish the
writer’s
personal
connection to
the
community.

The writer has
provided
connections
that explain
how the
discourse
community
functions and
establish the
writer’s
personal
connection to
the
community.
However, the
connections
within and to
the discourse
community
are not clear
and, as a
result, the
exposition is
sometimes

The writer has
provided weak
connections
that often fail
to explain
how the
discourse
community
functions. As
well, the
writer does
not fully
establish a
personal
connection to
the
community.
The
exposition is
largely
incoherent.

The writer
provides little
or no
explanation of
how the
discourse
community
functions. As
well, the
writer does
not establish a
personal
connection to
the
community.
The
exposition is
incoherent.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

incoherent.
Knowledge of
Conventions

The writer has
ensured that
the submission
expertly
adheres to
knowledge of
document
conventions
associated
with this
assignment.

The writer has
ensured that the
submission
adheres to
advanced
knowledge of
document
conventions
associated with
this
assignment.

The writer has
ensured that
the
submission
adheres
proficiently to
knowledge of
document
conventions
associated
with this
assignment.

The writer has
The writer has
been
been
somewhat
challenged by
challenged by
knowledge of
knowledge of
document
document
conventions
conventions
associated
associated
with this
with this
assignment to
assignment.
the extent that
Nevertheless,
the document
the document can be is difficult to read.
read without undue
burden on the reader.
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The writer
The writer has
has not
been
submitted
substantially
the
challenged by
assignment.
knowledge of
document
conventions
associated
with this
assignment to
the extent that
the document is very
difficult to read.

Table D.2 (Continued)
Holistic Score

Overall, the writer
has demonstration
of excellent
performance on
this task.

Overall, the writer
demonstrated very
good performance on
this task.

Overall, the writer
demonstratedgood
performance on
this task.

Overall, the writer
demonstrated
average
performance on
this task.
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Overall, the writer
demonstrated
below average
performance on
this task.

Overall, the writer
demonstrated
failing
performance on
this task.

The writer has
not submitted
the assignment.

Table D.3. Textual Evaluation Rubric (Reflection)
Scoring Rubric for Textual Evaluation
Excellent
Performance

Very Good
Performance

Good
Performance

Average
Performance

Poor
Performance

Failing
Performance

No Submission

The writer
demonstrates
excellent
performance
by meeting and
exceeding the
assignment
structure
through highly
innovative
strategies.

The writer
demonstrates
very good
performance
by meeting and
exceeding the
assignment
structure
through
innovative
strategies.

The writer
demonstrates
good
performance
by meeting
the
assignment
structure in
competent
ways.

The writer
demonstrates
average
performance
by meeting the
assignment
structure.
However,
some areas of
improvement
are needed.

The writer has
demonstrated
poor
performance.
A number of
areas of
improvement
are needed.

The writer has
demonstrated
failing
performance.
Because many
areas of
improvement
are needed,
the presenter
should contact
the instructor
for guided
support.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

The presenter
has provided a
weak reflective
overview of
texts
demonstrating
code switching
and code
meshing. This
submission is
not evaluative.

The presenter
has not
provided a
reflective
overview or
evaluation of
texts
demonstrating
code switching
and code
meshing.

The writer has
provided weak
connections
between
concepts of
code switching
and code
meshing and
reflections on
language
choice and
identity. As a
result, the
presentation is
largely
incoherent.

The writer
provides little
or no
connections
between
concepts of
code switching
and code
meshing and
reflections on
language
choice and
identity. As a
result, the
presentation is
incoherent.

Evaluation
The writer has
provided an
extremely wellconsidered
reflective
evaluation of
texts
demonstrating
code switching
and code
meshing.

The writer has
provided a very
comprehensive
reflective
evaluation of
texts
demonstrating
code switching
and code
meshing.

The writer has
provided a
basic
reflective
evaluation of
texts
demonstrating
code
switching and
code
meshing.

The writer has
provided a
reflective
overview of
texts
demonstrating
code switching
and code
meshing.
However, this
submission is
not always
evaluative.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Connections
The writer has
provided a
series of very
precise
connections
between the
following:
concepts of
code switching
and code
meshing and
reflections on
language
choice and
identity.

The writer has
provided
precise
connections
between the
following:
concepts of
code switching
and code
meshing and
reflections on
language
choice and
identity.

The writer has
provided
organized
connections
between the
following:
concepts of
code
switching and
code meshing
and
reflections on
language
choice and
identity.

The writer has
provided
connections
between
concepts of
code switching
and code
meshing and
reflections on
language
choice and
identity.
However, the
connections
are not clear
and, as a
result, the
presentation is
sometimes
incoherent.
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The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Table D.3 (Continued)
Knowledge of Conventions
The writer has
ensured that
the submission
expertly
adheres to
knowledge of
conventions
associated with
this
assignment.

The writer has
ensured that
the submission
adheres to
advanced
knowledge of
conventions
associated with
this
assignment.

The writer has
ensured that
the
submission
adheres
proficiently to
knowledge of
conventions
associated
with this
assignment.

The writer has
been
somewhat
challenged by
knowledge of
conventions
associated
with this
assignment.
Nevertheless,
the
submission
does not result
in undue
burden on the
audience.

The writer has
been
challenged by
knowledge of
conventions
associated
with this
assignment to
the extent that
the
submission is
difficult to
follow.

The writer has
been
substantially
challenged by
knowledge of
conventions
associated
with this
assignment to
the extent that
the submission
is very difficult
to follow.

Overall, the
writer has
demonstrated
below
average
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer has
demonstrated
failing
performance
on this task.

The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Holistic Score
Overall, the
writer has
demonstrated
excellent
performance on
this task.

Overall, the
writer has
demonstrated
very good
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer has
demonstrated
good
performance
on this task.

Overall, the
writer has
demonstrated
average
performance
on this task.
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The writer
has not
submitted
the
assignment.

Appendix E: Language Patterns in RAND-Lex

Rand-Lex Stance Module Categories Reprinted with Permission from:

Marcellino, W., Helmus, T. C., Kerrigan, J., Reininger, H., Karimov, R. I., & Lawrence, R. A.
(2021). Detecting conspiracy theories on social media. RAND Corporation.
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2960.html.
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Appendix F: Full Tables of Comparison of Means Analyses

Table F.1: Comparison of Means Results of all Targeted Patterns Within RAND-Lex: Genre
Comparisons to MICUSP.
Variable (x)

RAND-Lex Target

Epistemic
Stance

Certainty
Uncertainty
Generalizations
First-Person
Autobiography
Intensity
Subjective Talk
Personal Disclosure
Personal Reluctance
Personal Thinking
Acknowledging
Social Closeness
Social Distancing
Aside
Biographical Time
Narrative Verbs
Scene Shift
Looking Back
Time Duration
Time Shift
Subjective Time
Specifiers
Authority Sources
Looking Ahead
Abstract Concepts
Personal Roles
Definition
Reporting States
Question
Request
You Reference
Your Attention
Communicator Role
Linguistic References
Metadiscourse
Motion
Orality
Imperatives
Comparison
Example
Reporting Events
Substitution
Predicting the Future

Attitudinal
Stance

Interpersonal
Stance
Narrative

Expository

Reflective

MICUSP and Narrative
Q
d
12.82 ***
0.21 †
35.13 ***
0.65 ††
72.62 ***
1.21 †††
258.12 *** 4.32 †††
191.58 *** 3.2 †††
81.03 ***
1.36 †††
51.6 ***
0.86 †††
216.19 *** 3.62 †††
56.28 ***
0.94 †††
24.68 ***
0.41 †††
33.65 ***
0.56 †††
14.97 ***
0.25 †††
5.22 ***
0.09
8.13 ***
0.14
64.24 ***
1.07 †††
64.05 ***
1.07 †††
62.57 ***
1.05 †††
96.16 ***
1.61 †††
74.11 ***
1.24 †††
55.28 ***
0.92 †††
57.21 ***
0.96 †††
19.27 ***
0.32 †
109.12 *** 1.83 †††
39.03 ***
0.65 ††
142.07 *** 2.38 †††
53.13 ***
0.89 †††
17.68 ***
0.3 †
20.64 ***
0.35 †
16.35 ***
0.27 †
9.59 ***
0.16
27.6 ***
0.46 †
35.99 ***
0.6 ††
4.29 **
0.07
nss
nss
13.76 ***
0.23 †
15.98 ***
0.27 †
13.16 ***
0.22 †
14.28 ***
0.24 †
nss
nss
34.54 ***
0.58 ††
66.9 ***
1.12 †††
7.23 ***
0.12
21.29 ***
0.36 †
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MICUSP and Expository
Q
d
nss
nss
21.1 ***
0.35 †
74.17 ***
1.25 †††
22.36 ***
0.38 †
14.28 ***
0.24 †
22.92 ***
0.39 †
7.2 ***
0.12
21.32 ***
0.36 †
6.62 ***
0.11
18.72 ***
0.31 †
5.28 ***
0.09
131.18 *** 2.21 †††
17.6 ***
0.3 †
nss
nss
8.07 ***
0.14
16.79 ***
0.28 †
9.47 ***
0.16
38.34 **
0.64 ††
6.41 ***
0.11
16.69 ***
0.28 †
nss
nss
83.42 ***
1.4 †††
21.78 ***
0.37 †
92.61 ***
1.56 †††
14.16 ***
0.24 †
20.43 ***
0.34 †
29.85 ***
0.5 ††
96.07 ***
1.61 †††
12.14 ***
0.2 †
10.45 ***
0.18
22.12 ***
0.37 †
30.78 ***
0.52 ††
13.9 ***
0.23 †
34.42 ***
0.58 ††
9.9 ***
0.17
11.2 ***
0.19
nss
nss
7.3 ***
0.12
8.28 ***
0.14
37.57 ***
0.63 ††
124.18 *** 2.09 †††
17.06 ***
0.29 †
3.9 *
0.07

MICUSP and Reflective
Q
d
29.83 ***
0.51 ††
22.13 ***
0.38 †
41.02 ***
0.7 ††
133.52 ***
2.28 †††
73.76 ***
1.26 †††
40.7 ***
0.69 ††
26.92 ***
0.46 †
103.18 ***
1.76 †††
44.43 ***
0.76 ††
14.46 ***
0.46 †
32.31 ***
0.55 ††
43.53 ***
0.74 ††
10.73 ***
0.18
3.72 *
0.06
nss
nss
nss
nss
21.14 ***
0.36 †
8.51 ***
0.15
12.84 ***
0.22 †
13.41 ***
0.23 †
3.74 *
0.06
44.84 ***
0.77 ††
85.44 ***
1.46 †††
40.87 ***
0.7 ††
65.71 ***
1.12 †††
40.81 ***
0.7 †
nss
nss
74.68 ***
1.27 †††
32.88 ***
0.58 ††
23.41 ***
0.4 †
45.71 ***
0.78 ††
48.39 ***
0.83 †††
71.4 ***
1.22 †††
61.44 ***
1.05 †††
31.44 ***
0.54 ††
49.06 ***
0.84 †††
41.18 ***
0.7 ††
18.45 ***
0.31 †
52.27 ***
0.95 †††
55.57 ***
0.95 †††
125.9 ***
2.15 †††
39 ***
0.67 ††
8.93 ***
0.15

Table F.1 (Continued)
Evidence
Use

Emotion

Reasoning

Attacking Sources
Authoritative Source
Citing Precedent
Citing Sources
Contested Source
Countering Sources
Quotation
Speculative Sources
Undermining Sources
Anger
Apology
Fear
General Negativity
General Positivity
Reluctance
Sadness
Concessions
Contingency
Denial
Direct Reasoning
Reason Forward
Reason Backward
Resistance
Supporting Reasoning

7.08 ***
10.07 ***
11.58 ***
58.46 ***
21.84 ***
9.13 ***
3.81 *
3.97 *
12.77 ***
10.07 ***
nss
9.58 ***
nss
94.05 ***
20.86 ***
14.09 ***
48.81 ***
nss
11.36 ***
11.55 ***
4.03 *
12.2 ***
nss
21.13 ***

0.12
0.17
0.19
0.98 †††
0.37 †
0.15
0.06
0.07
0.21 †
0.17
nss
0.16
nss
1.57 †††
0.35 †
0.24 †
0.82 †††
nss
0.19
0.19
0.07
0.2 †
nss
0.35 †

8.12 ***
nss
16.42 ***
39.88 ***
23.68 ***
4.87 **
9.2 ***
3.95 *
13.96 ***
11.31 ***
3.49 *
25.56 ***
66***
42.59 ***
nss
13.76 ***
15.85 ***
6.99 ***
31.37 ***
15.18
5.44 ***
nss
45.65 ***
19.7 ***

0.14
nss
0.28 †
0.67 ††
0.4 †
0.08
0.15
0.07
0.23 †
0.19
0.06
0.43 †
1.11 †††
0.72 ††
nss
0.23 †
0.27 †
0.12
0.53 ††
0.26 †
0.09
nss
0.77 ††
0.33 †

8.22 ***
4.54 **
20.11 ***
35.31 ***
22.88 ***
17.42 ***
nss
3.89 *
14.03 ***
nss
8.31 ***
7.89 ***
47.4 ***
42.6 ***
nss
9.68 ***
12.65 ***
30.76 ***
5.37 ***
7.91 ***
17.26 ***
43.17 ***
34.33 ***
4.68 **

0.14
0.08
0.34 †
0.6 ††
0.39 †
0.3 †
nss
0.07
0.24 †
nss
0.14
0.13
0.81 †††
0.73 ††
nss
0.17
0.22 †
0.53 ††
0.09
0.14
0.29 †
0.74 ††
0.59 ††
0.08

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect. †† medium effect. ††† large effect

Table F.2: Comparison of Means Results of all Targeted Patterns Within RAND-Lex: Genre
Comparisons.
Variable (x)

RAND-Lex Target

Epistemic Stance

Certainty
Uncertainty
Generalizations
First-Person
Autobiography
Intensity
Subjective Talk
Personal Disclosure
Personal Reluctance
Personal Thinking
Acknowledging
Social Closeness
Social Distancing
Aside
Biographical Time
Narrative Verbs
Scene Shift
Looking Back
Time Duration
Time Shift

Attitudinal
Stance

Interpersonal
Stance
Narrative

Narrative and Expository
Q
d
10.49 ***
0.2 †
18.23 ***
0.36 ††
nss
nss
207.76 ***
4.05 †††
160.8 ***
3.14 †††
47.09 ***
0.92 †††
42.49 ***
0.83 †††
172.22 ***
3.36 †††
46.62 ***
0.91 †††
45.27 ***
0.88 †††
24 ***
0.47 †
103.5 ***
2.02 †††
21.2 ***
0.41 †
8.34 ***
0.16
62.57 ***
1.22 †††
69.56 ***
1.36 †††
48.37 ***
0.94 †††
118.15 *** 2.3 †††
71.38 ***
1.39 †††
59.96 ***
1.17 †††
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Narrative and Reflective
Q
d
16.07 *** 0.32 †
15.07 *** 0.3 †
27.72 *** 0.55 ††
28.63 *** 0.57 ††
116.44
2.32 †††
*** *** 0.65 ††
32.45
21.53 *** 0.43 †
54.04 *** 1.08 †††
4.9 **
0.1
9.8 ***
0.5 ††
nss
nss
24.47 *** 0.49 †
14.78 *** 0.29 †
3.45 *
0.07
54.98 *** 1.1 †††
55.96 *** 1.11 †††
38.75 *** 0.77 ††
84.01 *** 1.67 †††
74.34 *** 1.48 †††
56.27 *** 1.12 †††

Expository and
Reflective
Q
d
25.74 ***
0.52 ††
nss
nss
27.87 ***
0.56 ††
106.01 ***
2.13 †††
55.95 ***
1.12 †††
14.17 ***
0.28 †
19.11 ***
0.38 †
78.59 ***
1.58 †††
36.4 ***
0.73 ††
34.44 ***
0.69 ††
23.52 ***
0.47 †
82.1 ***
1.65 †††
6.47 ***
0.13
4.72 **
0.09
9.07 ***
0.18
13.36 ***
0.27 †
10.58 ***
0.21 †
22.24 ***
0.45 †
6.11 ***
0.12
nss
nss

Table F.2 (Continued)
Expository

Reflective

Evidence Use

Emotion

Reasoning

Subjective Time
Specifiers
Authority Sources
Looking Ahead
Abstract Concepts
Personal Roles
Definition
Reporting States
Question
Request
You Reference
Your Attention
Communicator Role
Linguistic References
Metadiscourse
Motion
Orality
Imperatives
Comparison
Example
Reporting Events
Substitution
Predicting the Future
Attacking Sources
Authoritative Source
Citing Precedent
Citing Sources
Contested Source
Countering Sources
Quotation
Speculative Sources
Undermining Sources
Anger
Apology
Fear
General Negativity
General Positivity
Reluctance
Sadness
Concessions
Contingency
Denial
Direct Reasoning
Reason Forward
Reason Backward
Resistance
Supporting Reasoning

53.02 ***
95.83 ***
84.61 ***
47.7 ***
139.39 ***
34.37 ***
42.6 ***
107.08 ***
5.5 ***
nss
4.73 **
nss
10.99 ***
26.34 ***
19.6 ***
3.71 *
11.08 ***
6.42 ***
9.62 ***
57.75 ***
51.74 ***
7.74 ***
28.65 ***
nss
7.78 ***
nss
30.47 ***
nss
10.02 ***
10.91 ***
nss
nss
17.65 ***
3.7 *
28.45 ***
69.41 ***
48.13 ***
18.49 ***
20.89 ***
57.5 ***
9.32 ***
40.06 ***
4.02 *
7.73 ***
10.22 ***
39.7 ***
nss

1.03 †††
1.87 †††
1.65 †††
0.93 †††
2.72 †††
0.67 ††
0.83 †††
2.09 †††
0.11
nss
0.09
nss
0.21 †
0.53 ††
0.38 †
0.07
0.22 †
0.13
0.19
1.17 †††
1.01 †††
0.15
0.56 ††
nss
0.15
nss
0.59 ††
nss
0.2 †
0.21 †
nss
nss
0.34 †
0.07
0.56 ††
1.35 †††
0.94 †††
0.36 †
0.41 †
1.12 †††
0.18
0.78 ††
0.08
0.15
0.2 †
0.77 ††
nss

46.22 ***
58.56 ***
27.14 ***
4.02 *
85.64 ***
13.99 ***
14.09 ***
85.5 ***
19.05 ***
13.73 ***
24.9 ***
22.48 ***
64.63 ***
54.64 ***
37.01 ***
29.4 ***
26.04 ***
23.82 ***
47.83 ***
69.2 ***
59.06 ***
37.06 ***
30.56 ***
nss
11.72 ***
6.37 ***
30.5 ***
nss
19.35 ***
4.87 **
nss
nss
6.49 ***
6.67 ***
14.58 ***
47.58 ***
47.33 ***
16.98 ***
18.19 ***
31.22 ***
32 ***
5.09 ***
3.35 *
10.52 ***
26.93 ***
29.52 ***
11.95 ***

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. † small effect. †† medium effect. ††† large effect.
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0.92 †††
1.17 †††
0.54 ††
0.08
1.71 †††
0.28 †
0.28 †
1.7 †††
0.38 †
0.27 †
0.5 ††
0.45 †
1.29 †††
1.09 †††
0.74 ††
0.59 ††
0.52 ††
0.47 †
0.95 †††
1.38 †††
1.18 †††
0.74 ††
0.61 ††
nss
0.23 †
0.13
0.61 ††
nss
0.39 †
0.1
nss
nss
0.13
0.13
0.29 †
0.95 †††
0.94 †††
0.34 †
0.36 †
0.62 ††
0.64 ††
0.1
0.07
0.21 †
0.54 ††
0.59 ††
0.24 †

5.27 ***
31.51 ***
60.57 ***
40.56 ***
54.46 ***
21.15 ***
23.74 ***
14.53 ***
24.57 ***
13.95 ***
27.77 ***
23.81 ***
67.82 ***
81.88 ***
18.23 ***
32 ***
35.78 ***
19.88 ***
56.11 ***
19.82 ***
13.11 ***
42.67 ***
5.38 ***
nss
4.74 **
3.93 *
3.97 *
nss
10.7 ***
5.9 ***
nss
nss
12.61 ***
8.26 ***
16.05 ***
18.07 ***
nss
nss
3.57 *
25.24 ***
23.2 ***
33.01 ***
7.11 ***
18.97 ***
36.3 ***
9.09 ***
10.78 ***

0.11
0.63 ††
1.22 †††
0.81 †††
1.09 †††
0.42 †
0.48 †
0.29 †
0.49 †
0.28 †
0.56 ††
0.48 †
1.36 †††
1.64 †††
0.37 †
0.64 ††
0.72 ††
0.4 †
1.13 †††
0.4 †
0.26 †
0.86 †††
0.11
nss
0.1
0.08
0.08
nss
0.21 †
0.12
nss
nss
0.25 †
0.17
0.32 †
0.36 †
nss
nss
0.07
0.51 ††
0.47 †
0.66 ††
0.14
0.38 †
0.73 ††
0.18
0.22 †

Appendix G: Full Tables of Keyness and Collocate Analyses Results

Table G.1: Keyness Results (n-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge Across All Genres
Genre
Narrative

Expository

Reflection

Glossary Term
audience
climax
expository
fiction
format
formats
formatting
genre
genres
jargon
MLA
narrative
nonfiction
voice
audience
audiences
citation
citations
code
codes
expository
format
genre
genres
jargon
jargons
meme
memes
networking
non-verbal
nonverbal
reflections
voice
allusion
allusions
audience
audiences
audience’s
authority
citation
citations
climax
code
codes
code-mesh
code-meshing

%DIFF
51.11
87.84
89.81
90.10
72.84
80.88
96.52
62.11
70.42
88.53
94.12
77.16
98.37
50.01
78.25
70.23
67.76
45.83
62.26
68.55
99.43
63.07
90.59
98.21
99.21
100.00
100.00
100.00
90.46
98.97
90.17
74.68
39.52
85.81
95.81
99.15
98.89
97.42
39.27
88.29
86.94
77.47
98.65
97.18
100.00
100.00

Log Likelihood (LL)
903.21 ***
29.03 ***
21.59 ***
326.75 ***
53.85 ***
9.85 **
22.04 ***
51.08 ***
53.89 ***
13.60 ***
22.93 ***
525.03 ***
105.40 ***
40.86 ***
205.55 ***
28.06 ***
7.55 **
3.97 *
78.40 ***
67.99 ***
695.78 ***
29.25 ***
740.78 ***
3317.95 ***
371.35 ***
25.69 ***
116.79 ***
462.49 ***
97.41 ***
281.79 ***
199.12 ***
29.31 ***
21.41 ***
59.01 ***
159.07 ***
12923.71 ***
2482.35 ***
94.52 ***
26.14 ***
44.23 ***
89.74 ***
10.23 **
9916.26 ***
2406.96 ***
43.45 ***
421.68 ***
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Frequency
118
22
15
224
76
10
11
113
84
10
13
459
23
98
249
47
14
20
183
122
315
66
537
1636
171
11
50
198
71
132
147
41
153
49
83
5480
1074
45
180
33
71
12
4364
1163
17
165

Percentage of Corpus (%)
5.72
1.36
0.6
9.34
3.84
0.68
0.60
6.10
5.05
0.67
0.53
34.59
1.73
7.39
11.84
3.02
0.93
1.55
7.89
6.50
19.97
4.18
23.92
57.66
8.51
0.54
2.01
7.20
3.72
4.88
6.97
2.86
8.36
2.45
4.06
81.47
43.57
2.96
9.22
2.03
4.48
0.59
58.38
28.51
1.35
6.35

Table G.1 (Continued)
code-switch
code-switching
exposition
expository
format
formats
formatted
genre
genres
hyperbole
hyperboles
identity
jargon
jargons
meme
memes
moves
narrative
networking
non-verbal
nonverbal
reflection
rhetorical
rubric
voice

100.00
99.65
73.44
99.59
94.84
94.92
96.49
72.96
66.96
99.72
100.00
45.33
99.77
100.00
100.00
100.00
98.17
80.32
81.31
93.18
52.46
41.22
95.01
92.59
80.05

207.01 ***
1099.23 ***
11.58 ***
916.62 ***
735.51 ***
69.47 ***
87.53 ***
113.51 ***
42.08 ***
341.47 ***
201.90 ***
151.50 ***
1265.97 ***
69.00 ***
235.12 ***
511.13 ***
7378.11 ***
697.44 ***
30.94 ***
28.50 ***
7.57 **
7.48 **
930.84 ***
118.94 ***
376.28 ***

81
447
16
375
404
38
44
112
65
138
79
744
509
27
92
200
3353
728
31
17
26
46
506
73
397

4.57
13.71
0.85
11.42
20.14
2.54
3.30
8.12
4.74
6.85
3.64
16.41
15.91
1.44
3.89
10.66
59.64
16.92
1.86
0.76
1.27
2.88
12.27
4.48
17.09

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. %DIFF, LL, and percentage values were
rounded to the nearest tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table G.2: Collocate Results (bi-grams and tri-grams) for Threshold Concept Knowledge
Across All Genres
Genre
Narrative

Expository

Reflection

Glossary Term
critical thinking
discourse community
discourse communities
language arts
literacy narrative
MLA format
think critically
read writing
reading writing
writing read
channels such as
discourse community
discourse communities
expository essay
non-verbal communication
nonverbal communication
participatory mechanism
participatory mechanisms
reading writing
argumentative writing
code meshes

Log Likelihood (LL)
156.93 ***
206.01 ***
1227.04 ***
239.61 ***
2954.72 ***
168.79 ***
99.78 ***
112.92 ***
2866.64 ***
91.96 ***
81029.32 ***
44709.53 ***
10385.04 ***
128.84 ***
437.92 ***
330.55 ***
524.21 ***
5464.78 ***
139.51 ***
89.50 ***
135.70 ***
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Frequency
18
105
16
37
474
12
12
24
1239
31
39
14051
3033
17
97
83
74
684
35
14
22

PMI
7.09
9.55
10.02
6.04
5.79
11.45
6.75
-2.30
2.88
-1.93
10.73
3.45
3.69
6.87
4.55
4.17
6.49
7.04
4.22
5.98
5.74

Table G.2 (Continued)
code meshing
code switch
code switched
code switches
code switching
critical thinking
discourse community
discourse communities
expository essay
instructor review
MLA format
MLA formatting
literacy narrative
literacy narratives
participatory mechanisms
peer review
peer reviewed
rhetorical move
rhetorical moves
reading writing

11977.82 ***
1819.83 ***
98.29 ***
362.49 ***
11928.29 ***
132.39 ***
7793.16 ***
1888.93 ***
183.96 ***
105.06 ***
919.73 ***
272.20 ***
4895.99 ***
282.30 ***
211.94 ***
331.61 ***
88.82 ***
485.97 ***
1868.07 ***
115.53 ***

1827
408
24
87
1926
14
1059
269
46
16
95
29
557
33
14
31
8
94
324
60

5.95
4.54
4.28
4.33
5.71
8.22
6.57
6.41
4.23
6.14
8.32
8.16
7.61
7.51
12.21
9.09
9.40
5.10
5.48
2.58

Note: p-values not statistically significant at the 0.05 level are designated as nss. LL and PMI values were rounded to the nearest
tenth. Only keywords that were over-present are listed.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Appendix H: Copyright Releases

Figure H.1. Copyright Permission for Figure 3.1

Figure H.2. Copyright Permission for Appendix E
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